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ABSTRACT

Determining the imperative educational needs in the
State of Nevada constituted the general purpose of this study funded
under Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.
Utilizing the 1969 Wisconsin Educational Needs Assessment Study
instrument, the study sought to evaluate educational needs in terms
of subject fields to be taught, level of education needed in the
various school districts, pre-vocational and occupational progranms,
teacher perscrnel concerns {(e.g., salaries), administrative and pupil
services, budget allocations, instructional approaches, educational
programs, and inservice ceducation. After a discussion of the
foregoing areas of need, composite educational needs representing the
sample population {(n=451) ~-school board members, educators, students,
and citizens from urban, rural, and remote areas--are noted. It is
concluded that reading, education in motivating and guiding pupils,
diagnosing pufil needs, individually guided instruction, and teacher
personnel are among the high-priority items in planning for education
in Nevada. Two appendixesi, 28 tables, and 13 figures illustrate the
repott. (MJIB)
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MEMORANDUM

foctober 26, 1970
WE Citizens of Nevada
gFROM: Burnell Larson, Superintendent of Public Instruction

SUBJECT: Education in Nevada: An Assessment for 1970

This document has been prepared for distribution by the Nevada State Department
Bof Education. It is the second study made by the Department of Education in a con-
qtinuing effort to assess educational progress in Nevada. It is another step toward
Rthe éoaT of establishing an ongoing assessment and evaluation of educational pro-
gress, teacher effectiveness and student performance,

The Assessment was destgned as a perceptual study to determine how a selected
fgroup of respondents feels about the relative need for emphasis that should be given
fto various aspects of the public schaol cperation. Educational policies cannot be
iderived directly from polled opinions, but when they are corroborated by findings of
Brelated studiés, such information can assist the Department of Education and other
?polidy-makingiagencies in management decisions, program planning and allocation of
g funds. - | , |
ConcThsions andvimpTications of the Assessment call for action to which the

Déparfment of Education aﬁd.school districts can respond. Immediate action can be

4;3?
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taken by updating appropriate parts of the “Mastef
curriculum priorities, developing in-service traig
patterns and improving recruitment practices.

Data from the <.udy, in combination with pré%
provide the Department's new Planning and Eva1uat{

statewide information system. This information wg

~model for the continuous assessment of educationa®

performance.




"Master Plan for Education,” assigning new
8 .e training programs, reviewing staffing
ges.

fvith previous assessment information, will

':Eva1uation Division data needed for a

ation will also assist in the design of a
M

“icational needs and evaluation of student
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OBJECTIVES AND DESIl
i §
This study is the second in a series §

in the State of Nevada. The 1969 State As
of existing data and was the first phase iﬂ
mation system for the continuous assessmenl

This 1970 study was conducted under ti
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as amd
commissioned the Research and Educational
versity of Nevada to conduct this statewide

was patterned closely after the 1969 "Wiscol

Purpose of the Study and P$

The general purpose of the study was t(
needs in the Stute of Nevada. Such informaf§
tool in assisting the State Department of Edg

in the State in program planning and in the

Information was sought to aid in answe

1. What are the imperative educational
board members, educators, students,§

16



CHAPTER I
S AND DESIGN OF THE STuDY

a series designed to assess the status of education
69 State Assessment of Education presented an analysis
rst phase in the plan to implement a statewide infor-

s assessment and evaluation of educational programs.
ted under the provisions of Title III of the Elementary
1965 (as amended). The State Department of Education
Twcationa1 Planning Center, College of Education, Uni-
is statewide educational needs assessment. This study

1969 "Wisconsin Educational Needs Assessment Study."”

Study and Problems Investigated

study was to determine the imperative educational
Such information should be of value as a management

artment of Education and other policy making agencies

Bt RS s NV U S SV S P RS PRL S RS S
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g and in the a116cation of funds.

aid in answering the following specific questions:

e educational needs in Nevada as perceived by school
frs, students, and selected citizens? |

i 1
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2. What priorities are assigned to specific and composite educational needs
in the State of Nevada?

3. How are the need priorities distributed in the Urban, Rural, and Remote
Rural areas of the State?

Procedures of the Study

Since it was the desire of the State Department to replicate the 1969 Wisconsin
Study, several preliminary meetings were held between State Department and Research
and Educational Planning Center personnel in order to adjust the procedufes of the
Wisconsin Study to the State of Nevada. Strategies for sampling methods, choice of
?respondents within each school district, adjustment of the interview instrument,

and procedures to be used .o gather and process the data were carefully planned.

School Districts Included in the Study

In order for State Department staff to be able to identify regional and state-
wide educational needs, the criteria used in the 1969 Nevada assessment were applied

in this study. (See Education in Nevada: An Assessment, 1969, pp. 3-5.)

In essence, the geographic areas included are Urban, Rural, and Remote Rural.
Those districts with less than three hundred students in grades nipe through twelve

are classified as Remote Rural districts. A1l of the rest of the districts of the

State are designated as Rural except Clark and Washoe County school] districts which
are designated as Urban.
Q ‘
ERIC -
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jRespondent Groups

The selection of the sample population followed the types of respondent groups
?used in the Wisconsin Study. These four groups included the folilowing types of in-
Bdividuals: school board members, professional educators, students, and citizens.

School board members were included because of the importance of their decision

making role in matters concerning educational policies in the State. Two board
fmembers in each district were selected for interview: the board president, who
fusua11y has considerable experience, and the newest board member, who would reflect
fthe more recent concerns expressed by constituents.!

. Since "professional educators" is not a homogeneous grouping, respondents were
§sought from both administrative and teaching ranks. It was decided to interview

Ythe superintendent of schools in each of the districts, a random choice of pr%ncipa]s
Jor vice-principals, and teachers chosen randomly within each district.2
v Student opinions were sought from seniors scheduled to graduate in 1970, and
these students wera randomly selected in each district.

The citizen group included an elected official, the president of the parent-

teacher organization, and a member of the bress--a reporter or editor.

1wisconsin Educational Needs Assessment Study, Department of Public Instruction,
Madison, Wisconsin, 1969, p. 5.

i3
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The sampling of the Nevada population was perf
lowing types and numbers of individuals:
School board members
Educators
Students
Citizens
Total
These groups were selected in accordance with i
sampling techniques from each of their respective
people are arranged according to the type of geogri
Urban
Rural
Remote Rural
Total

The types of respondents in each of these groul

The Interview Instrument

The interview instrument used in this study w@

in the 1969 Wisconsin Study. This instrument, repf

structured approach, in which the respondent was asg

alternatives supplieu to him. This approach was md§

20
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vada population was performed so as to provide the fol-

individuals:

chool board members 38
ducators 278
tudents 93
itizens 112

Total 451

cted in accordance with generally accepted statistical
#ch of their respective populations. When these selected

ng to the type of geographic locality, the results are:

Jrban 120
Rural 235
hemote Rural _96

Total 451

hts in each of these groups are listed in Appendix A.

ment used in this study was, with few revisions, the one used

Y. This instrument, reproduced in Appendix B, used a

nich the respondent was asked to choose from among a range of

him. This approach was more meaningful to the interviewees

ERIC 21
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as it identified needs and established priorities among neef

this format was easily coded and amenable to computer procef

The interview instrument as developed allowed for twoe;
During the first phase, the interviewer spread out in front§
cards on which were listed the ten items of each of the catg
was instructed to gstab]ish his priorities within each catet
from "most additional emphasis”" to "least additional emphasg
times until each of the categories had been ranked. ‘

After each set of cards had been arranged the intervieé
priority card and set it aside. When the interviewee had cg
ten first priority cards had been separated, the second phaf
initiated. Respondents were asked to rank-order the ten 1t{
signed number one priority iu each of the ten categories.
of educational needs was obtained.

The use of these séts of cards was found to be convenig

and the intervincwee and eliminated the possible dilemma of

3Histohsin._gg; cit., pp. 7-8.

22



f established priorities among needs. The data yielded by
éed and amenable to computer processing.3

;ent as developed allowed for two phases in each interview.
ée interviewer spread out in front of the respondent ten

the ten items of each of the categories. The interviewee
%h his priorities within each category by arrénging the cards
5fas1s" to “least additional emphasis.” This was repeated ten
éﬁtegories had been ranked.

;jds had been arranged the interviewer pulled the number one

faside. When the interviewee had completed all sets, and the

fhad been separated, the second phase of the interview was
I

;

{y in each of the ten categories. Thus, a composite ranking

ks of cai.

ere asked to rank-order the ten items to which he had as-

obtained.

was found to be convenient for the interviewer

f1ininated the possible dilemma of tied ranks.

23




Training of the Interviewers and Gathering of thg

Because of the distances between the variouf
cided to use two teams of interviewers. One tea;
State, and the other interviewed in the southe;‘

Intensive training sessions were conducted
training session with the northern team, a sub-c;
personnel was in attendance in order to be a par
clarify statements in the interview instrument.

The interviewers were given a complete brie
of the 4%tudy, including a briefing by Dr. James
Study. They were then given interview kits whic
and materials necessary to record the ranking of
the interviewers were asked to go through the cof
they did not fully understand. They Qere then a“
other, again noting all questions. After these
the opportunity to direct these questions to the}

ment. _
As 4 result of the questions raised by the

made in the interview instrument and interview-gf

State Department sub-committee, an identical trag

southern team.




foathering of the Data

Qewers. One team covered the northern part of the
iin the southern part of the State.

; ere conducted for these teams. During the first
}n team, a sub-committee of the State Department
ider to be a part of the interview training and to
ew instrument.

%a complete briefing on the background and purpose

%o by Dr. James Lipham, director of the Wisconsin

# the ranking of the cards. After a demonstration,
; through the complete interview, noting any items
%hey were then asked to practice interviewing each
After these practice sessions, they were given

uesttons to the sub-committee of the State Depart-

raised by the interview team, some. revisions. were

and interview guide. Except for the presence of the

n identical training session was held for the

;ween the various districts of the State, it was de-

irview kits which inciuded a guide, ten sets of cards

[
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The interview team then conducted a pilot testing of the instrument and proce-

dures of the interview. Only minor changes were made.

Treatment. of the Data

The interview data were coded and keypunched by Research and Educational Plan-
ning Center personnel. Each interview was represented by two purched cards, and the
two cards for each interview were coded so that the county, role of respondent, and
card sequence could be easily identified. The cards were computer edited to insure
that the compieted data were logically consistent with the interview instrument.

The coding procedure provided for simple data partitioning. The respondents
were divided in two ways: first by the role of the respondent which resulted in
four groups, each of which consisted of one er more respondent roles. See Figure 1.

The second divisicen of respondents was by the county of the respondent which
generated three groups, each of which contained several counties. This is illus-

trated in Figure 2.

26



- s . D SR e s G SE R MR SR MR SR AR M e M MR M SR MR MR MR AR R AR AR e e T e e PR S MD GG MM M MR e am e G M TR M e e G D MR W e G WD e A s MU S M M M SR G s G M M am am e R R M Sy e A8 e

Rales

Group I School Boards Board Presidents
Newest Board Members

Group II: Educators Central Administratorsy |
Principals ‘
Teachers

Group III: Students Senior Students

Group IV: Citizens Elected Public Officialsg
Press b
P.T.A.
Employment Security

Figure 1. Respondent Roles
Counties

Group I: Urban Clark Washoe

Group II: Rural Carson City Humboldt
Churchill Lyon
Douglas Mineral
Elko White Pine

Group IIIl: Remote Rural Esmeralda Nye

‘ Eureka Pershing

Lander Storey
Lincoln

Figure 2.

Assignment of Respondents by Geographic Areas

27




Summary

In this chapter the objectives and proceduras of the study have been reported.
In Chapter II, the results of the treatment of the data by specific educational need§
will be presented: in Chapter III, a further analysis of data shows the composite
ranking of educational needs. Conclusions and implications of the study are reported

in Chapter 1V.




CHAPTER II
SPECIFIC EDUCATIONAL NEEDS

In order to determine the mos* imperative educational needs in the State of
Nevada, respondents were asked to rank 100 needs; ten in each of ten categories,
according to the amount of additional emphasis they felt each need should receive.
In this chapter the results of these rankings by schooi board members, educators,
students, and citizens are examined.

These groups were then divided into the geographic areas =~-- Urban, Rural, and
'Remote Rural -- represented by each of the respondents, and a second analysis of
responses is reported.

A narrative and graphic reporting of the findings of the interviews are given
in each of the following categories: Subject Fields, Level of Education, Vocational-
Technical Programs, Teacher Personnel, Administrative Services, Pupil Services, Bud-
get Allocations, Instructional Approaches, Educational Programs, and In-Service Ed-

ucation.

Category I: Subject Fields

0f all the Subject Fields, Reading was ranked by all groups of respondents as

the subject needing the most adaitional emphasis. English (Language Arts) was

Q 10
ERIC
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second for all groups except Citizens who ranked Mathematics (Arithmetic, Algebra,
2tc.) second. The average ranking of all groups placed Mathematics (Arithmetic, Al-
gebra, etc.) third; Science (General Science, Biology, etc.), fourth; Vocational-
Technical (0ffice, Agricultural, etc.}, fifth; Social Studies (History, Geography,
Government, etc.), sixth; Industriel and Practical Arts (General Shop, Homemaking,
efc.), seventh; Fine Arts (Music, Art, Drama), eighth; Physical Education, Health
and Safety Education, ninth; and Foreign Languages, tenth.

Generally, respondent groups were in agreement on their ranking of the Subject
Fieids (see Table I). The priority assignments of Citizens and Students differed
rsomewhat from the total picture: Citizens gave a higher priority to Social Studies
and a lower priority to the Fine Arts, and Students ranked Industrial and Practical
Arts lower and Foreiygn Languages higher than the overall average. Figure 3 illus-
trates how the pattern of priorities was repeated by the geographic areas.

It is to be noted that the Remote Rural areas also gave a higher priority to
Foreign Languages (Table II).

Clearly Reading is considered the most imperative Subject Field need in the

State of Nevada.
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TABLE I ‘
ONAL NEEDS BY SUBJECT FIELDS: PERCENTS, AVEQ

EDUCATI
SCHOOL BOARDS, EDUCATORS, STUDENTS, CITIZENS, AND §
1
SCHOOL BOARDS EDUCATORS

SUBJECT FIELDS (N'= 38) (N = 208) -
PER- AVER- PER-  AVER- PE f§
CENT* AGE RANK CENT  AGE RANK CEI

Reading
(Skil1ls, Comprehension, etc.) 76.32 1.84 1 63.94 2.03 1 22R
English g
(Language Arts) 5.26 3.37 2 5.29 3.76 2 18

Mathematics i
(Arithmetic, Algebra, etc.) 2.63 3.58 3 3.85 4.43 3 6%

Science (General Science,
Biology, etc.) 2.63 5.08 4 0.96 5.67 5 7K

Vocational-Technical k
{0ffice, Agricultural, etc.) 10.53 65.21 5 13.94 5.42 4 oF

Social Studies (History, v
Geography, Government, etc.) 0.00 5.95 6 1.9 5.8 7 58

Industrial & Practical Arts ‘
(General Shop, Homemaking, etc.) 2.63 6.13 7 5.77 5.76 6 1B

Fine Arts B
(Music, Art, Drama) 0.0D 7.55 8 1.92 6.93 8 13§

Physical Education, Health &
and Safety Education 0.00 8.24 10 2.40 7.09 9 48

s

Foreign Languages 0.c0 8.05 9  0.00 8.02 10 1cH

* This represents the percent of respondents ranking a given item numb o

3
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ERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND RANKS OF

ITIZENS, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE

ATORS STUDENTS CITIZENS TOTAL

208) (N = 93) (N = 112) (N = 451)
VER- PER- AVER- PER- AVER- PER-  AVER-

AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK
.03 1 22.58 3.70 1 48.21 2.49 1 52.55 2.47 1
3.76 2 18.28 4.81 2 14.29 3.58 3 16.20 3.90 2
4.43 3 6.45 5.01 4 9.82 3.36 2 5.76 4.21 3
5.67 5 7.53 4.96 3 4.46 5.27 5 3.33 5.37 4
5.42 4 9.68 5.45 6 8.92 5.53 6 11.53 5.44 5
5.88 7 5.38 5.74 7 1.79 5.24 4 2.44 5.7¢ 6
5.76 6 1.08 6.42 9 7.14 6.08 7 4.88 6.01 7
6.93 8 13.98 6.39 8 2.68 8.09 10 4.43 7.16 8
7.09 9 4.30 7.09 10 1.79 7.49 8 2.44 7.28 9
8.02 10 10.75 5.44 5 0.89 7.88 9 2.44 7.46 10

iven item number 1.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 11

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS BY SUBJECT FIELDS: PERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND RANKS OF
URBAN SAMPLES, RURAL SAMPLES, REMOTE RURAL SAMPLES, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE

13

URBAN RURAL REMOTE RURAL

TOTAL
(N = 120) (N = 235) (N 96) (N = 451}
SUBJECT FIELDS PER-  AVER- PER~  AVER- PER-  AVER- PER- AVER-
CENT* AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANY  CENT AGE RANK
ding
ills, Comprehension, etc.) 58.33 2.24 1 51.06 2.40 1 48.96 2.85 1 52.55 2.47 1
lish
nguage Arts) 6.67 3.73 2 11.91 4.00 2 10.42 3.86 2 10.20 3.90 2
hematics
rithmetic, Algebra, etc.) 5.00 4.2% 3 5.11 4.33 3 8.33 3.94 3 5.76 4.21 3
tence (General Science,
oTogy, etc.) 5.83 5.05 4 1.70 5.58 5 4,17 5.27 4 3.33 5.37 4
cational-Technical
ffice, Agricultural, etc.} 10.00 5.61 6 12.77 5.38 4 10.42 5.35 5 11.63 5.44 5
cial Studies (History,
ography, Government, etc.) 3.33 5.07 5 2.55 5.83 6 1.04 6.16 7 2.44 5,70 6
dustrial & Practical Arts
eneral Shop, Homemaking, etc.) 4,17 6.21 7 4.26 6.06 7 7.29 5.64 6 4.88 6.01 7
ne Arts
usic, Art, Drama) 0.83 7.55 9 5.53 6.92 8 6.25 7.25 9 4.43 7.16 8
wysical Education, Health
hd Safety Education 3.33 7.18 8 2.13 7.30 10 2.08 7.39 10 2.44 7.28 9
reign Languages 2.50 8.16 10 2.98 7.20 9 1.04 7.20 8 2.44 7.46 10

This represents the percent of respondents ranking a given item number 1.

ERIC 33

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ll o m e e e e esoe oS n oo e e o O S M Y S G M e e e R AT G D D D G B EE W BB Gn Gm D WD WD D e W N WD WD W N S WD s Em B N ou Wm o D SN Wm e e an e WE

School Educa~- Stu- Citi- Ave. Urban Rural Remote Ave.

_Subject Fields Boards tors dents zens Rank Rural Rank
eading 11 1 11 1 1 1Y
nglish 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2

-?athematics 3 3 4 2 3 3 3 3 3
Ecience 4 5 3 5 4 4 5 4 4
Wscational-Technical 5 4 6 6 5 6 4 5 5
B ocial Studies 6 7 7 4 6 5 6 7 6
Bndustrial & Practical Arts 7 6 9 7 77 7 6 7
Bine Arts | 8 8 8 10 8 9 8 s 8
léhysical Education, Health 10 9 10 8 9 8 10 10 g
Bt and Safety Education -

froreign Languages : 9 10 5 9 10 10 g . 8 10

Figure 3. Ranking of Subject Fields by A1l Groups and Geographic Areas
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Category II: level of Education}

In order to determine at which Tevel of education t§
needed, the sample population was asked to rank ten ]ey%
ment among the groups in assigning priorities to these

While the average rank for all groups pl-ces the Ju;
as the first priority, none of the groups ranked this 1%
tion (Grades 1-3) was ranked second by average rank, ho;
Tevel sixth and Students ranked it ninth. Except for
closer agreement in third place Post-Secondary Vocationf
siderable differénces among the groups in placing Senio

fourth rank: Students and Citizens rated this level as§

for the fifth-placed level was the Intermediate Level, {
this level first priority and Students ranked it seventj

With continued differences among the groups, Commun-§
given an average rank of sixth position; Kindergarten,
eighth; Early Childhood, ninth; and University Educatiof

These data, as illustrated in Table III, cliearly shq
among the groups. Priority of needs by level of educat®

assign.

)
(931
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@ !1: Level of Education

ich level of education the most additional emphasis is
as asked to rank ten levels. There was little agree-
ing priorities to these levels.

all groups places the Juninr High Schocl (Grades 7-9)
the groups ranked this level first. Primary Educa-
fcond by average rank, however, Citizens ranked ‘his

i it ninth. Except for School Boards, g-oups were in
Post-Secondary Vocational-Technical. There were con-
groups in placing Senior High School in an overall
flzens rated this level as first priority. The average
the Intermediate Level, however, School Boards gave

tudents ranked it seventh.

among the groups, Community College Education was
position; Kindergarten, seventh; Adult Education,

i and University Education, tenth.

:in Table III, clearly show the lack of agreement

gneeds by level of education would be difficult to

36
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As with the respondent groups, none of the geographic areas placed the Junior
High School in first position. Both Urban and Remote Rural areas gave the highest

priority to the Primary level. These areas, Urban and Remote Rural, tended to be in

closer agreement in assigning a rank order to Levels of Education than the Rural

area (Table IV). '

The priority assignments of all groups and geographic areas as shown in Figure 4?

illustrates further this lack of agreement.
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TABLE III

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS BY LEVEL OF EDUCATION: PERCENTS, AVERAGES
SCHOOL BOARDS, EDUCATORS, STUDENTS, CITIZENS, AND THE TOTR

SCHOOL BGARDS EDUCATORS STUDE f
(N = 38) (N = 208) (N = of

LEVEL OF EDUCATION PER- AVER- PER-  AVER- PER- AVER
CENT* AGE RANK CENT  AGE RANK CENT ~

Junior High School Education

sl e R E!II R

(Grades 7-9) 10.53 4.13 3 5.77 5.00 4 9.68 4.
Primary Education :
(Grades 1-3) 21.05 4.03 2 26.92 4.04 1 9.68 6.3
Post-Secondary Vocationail- o
Technical Education 15.79 5.29 5 15.38 4.92 3 7.53 5.0
Senior High Schooi Education +
(orades 9-12) 7.89 4.42 4 7.21 5.39 6 10.75 4.8
] Intermediate Level Education i
(Grades 4-6) 5.26 3.97 1 2.40 4.79 2 4.0 5.58
; Community College kit
;E Education 5.26 6.55 8 5.29 6.42 9 5.38 5.44

Kindergarten Education !
(5 Year-olds) 10.53 6.16 6 7.21 5.03 5 3.23 6.4

i} Adult i

Education 5.26 6.66 9 6.25 6.23 8 11.83 4.9

- Early Childhood &

U {3-4 Year 01ds) 13.16 7.24 10 20.19 5.64 7 16.13 b6.1§

ii:\ "»h‘:j University Education 5.26 6.55 7 3.37 7.54 10 21.51 5.8

* This represents the percent of respondents ranking a given item number 1.
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;TABLE 111

fATION: PERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND RANKS OF
gENTS, CITIZENS, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE

17

TOTAL

®3.37 7.54 10 21.51 5.13 5 9.82 5.93

EDUCATORS STUDENTS CITIZENS
(N = 208) (N = 93) (N = 112) (N = 451)
BER- AVER- PER- AVER- PER-  AVER- ~ PER- AVER-
MENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK
.77 5.00 4 9.68 4.99 3 10.71 4.66 2 8.20 4.84 1
.92 4,04 1 9.68 6.31 9 9.82 5.54 6 18.63 4.88 2
.38 4.92 3 7.53 .5.02 4 19.64 4.71 3 14.86 4.92 3
.21 5.39 6 10.75 4.81 1 4,46 4.46 1 7.32 4.96 4
.40 4.79 2 4.30 5.58 7 8.93 5.13 5 4.6 4.97 5
.29 6.42 9 5.38 5.43 6 16.07 4.90 4 7.98 5.85 G
.21 5.03 5 3.23 6.70 10 6.25 6.67 9 6.43 5.88 7
#6.25 6.23 8 11.83 4.91 2 4.46 5.83 7 6.87 5.89 B
0.19 5.64 7 16.13 6.12 8 9.82 7.17 10 16.19 6.25 9
8 8.37 6.56 10

a given item number 1.
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TABLE IV

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS BY LEVEL OF EDUCATION: PERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND RANKS OF 4
URBAN SAMPLES, RURAL SAMPLES, REMOTE RURAL SAMPLES, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE i

URBAN RURAL REMOTE RURAL TOTAL
(N = 120) (N = 235) (N = 96) {N = 451)
LEVEL OF EDUCATION
L PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER~- PER- AVER-

CENT* AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT  AGE RANG

Junior Bigh School Education

{Grades 7-9) 8.33 4.57 3 8.94 4.97 3 6.25 4.85 2 8.20 4.84 1
Primary Education

(Grades 1-3) 25.83 4.14 1 15.74 5.33 5 16.67 4.70 1 18.63 4.88 2
Post-Secondary Vecational-

Technical Education 12.50 5.24 5 20.00 4.59 1 5.21 5.31 5 14.86 4.92 3
Senior High School Education

(Grades 9-12) 3.33 4.95 4 10.64 4.84 2 4.17 5.27 4 7.32 4.96 4
Intermediate Level Education

(Grades 4-6) 6.67 4.49 2 2.98 5.23 4 6.25 4.92 3 4.66 4,97 5
Community College

Education- 1.67 6.27 8 12.77 5.41 7 4.17 6.4 10 7.98 5.85 6
Kindergarten Education

(5 Year 01ds) 5.00 5.53 6 3.83 6.19 8 14.58 5.54 6 6.43 5.88 7
Adult .

Education 2.50 7.11 10 6.81 5.41 6 12.50 5.56 7 6.87 5.89 8
Early Childhood ’

(3-4 Year Olds) 23.33 5.80 7 12.34 6.43 9 16.67 6.23 9 16.19 6.25 &
University Education 10.83 6.90 9 5.96 6.53 10 13.54 6.21 8 8.87 6.56 10

* This represents the percent of respondents ranking a given item numbey 1.

ERIC | 40

Aruntoxt provided by Eic:




M s e me Em o e M e e e e me AR WS M e e e T e e e S M mm R NS e e s M e Gr e S e e M S g G M ws me Ry my NN T M b M M NN M G N W S e W GRS e e W S WS e M e M e e M M e M W aR W A e

School Educa- Stu- Citi~ Ave. Urban Rural Remote Ave.

Grade Levels Boards tors dents zens Rank Rural Rank
unior High School Education 3 - 21
rimary Education 1 9 6 2 1 5 1 2
ost-Secondary Vocational- 5 3 4 3 3 5 1 5 3
Technical Education
enior High School Education 4 6 1 1 4 4 2 4 4
ntermediate Level Education 1 2 7 5 5 2 4 3 5
Lommunity Coliege 8 9 6 4 6 8 7 10 6
tindergarten Education 6 5 10 9 7 6 8 6 7
\duit Education 9 8 2 7 8 10 6 7 8
IarlyvChildhood oo - 10 7 8 10 9 7 9 9 9
Iniversity Education ' 7 10 5 8 10 9 10 8 10

Figure 4. Ranking of Levels of Education by A1l Groups and Geographic Areas
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Category III: Pre-Vocational and'Occqgaté

In order to determine the kinds of Vocational Prod#
Nevada schools, opinions were sought regarding ten tyQ-ﬁ
pational Programs. The results of the ratings of the

Table V.

In this category, Educators and Students were mosé
or below the average rank order for all groups. Trade‘f
(Building Tradeg, Automotive, etc.)} was given first pri
tion (General Business, Business Exploratory, etc.), sé
(Electronics, Radio, T.V., etc.), third; Office Occupai{
Clerical, etc.), fourth; Health Occupations Education ‘
fifth; Industrial Arts (Exploratory, General Shop, etc‘i
and Child Care Services, etc.), seventh; Distributive
Sales, etc.), eighth; Consumer and Homemaking (Buying,?i
Vocational Agriculture (Off-Farm, Production, etc.), t{i

It is interesting to note that while Educators andi
from the overall rankings in this category, in Health 0;

they differed most from each other.



20

Pre-Vocational and Occupational Programs

he kinds of Vocational Programs which are most needed in
e sought regarding ten types of Pre-Vocational and Qccu-

1ts of the ratings of the respondent groups are shown in

htors and Students were most often two or more ranks above
kder for all groups. Trade and Industrial Education

e, etc.) was given first priority; Basic Business Educa-
iness Exploratory, etc.}, second; Technical Education
Ltc.), third; Office Occupations Education (Secretarial,
alth Occupations Education {Nursing, Health Aides, etc.),
loratory, General Shop, etc.), sixth; Home Economics (Food
c.), seventh; Distributive Education {(Merchandising,

mer and Homemaking (Buying, Clothing, etc.), ninth; and
f-Farm, Production, etc.}, tenth.

ote that while Educators and Students most often deviated
n this category, in Health Occupations and Industrial Arts

h other.
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Comparisons of the rank order of the groups and geographic areas is shown in

Figure 5. Of the geographic areas, rankings of the Remote Rural areas differed most

from the average rankings (see Table VI).
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TABLE V

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS FOR PRE-VOCATIONAL AND OCCUPATIONAL PR
AND RANKS OF SCHOOL BOARDS, EDUCATORS, STUDENTS, CIT%Z'

SCHOOL BOARDS EDUCATORS

PRE-VOCATIONAL AND (N = 38) (N = 208)
OCCUPATIONAL PROGRAMS
PER-  AVER- PER- AVER- P

CENT* AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK C

Trade & Industrial Education
(Bldg. Trades, Automotive, etc.) 31.58 3.42 1 21.15 3.91 1

Basic Business Education {Gen.
Bus., Bus. Exploratory, etc.) 23.68 4.24 3 8.65 5.33 5 1

s BEn R R e

Technical Education (Elec-

tronics, Radio, T.V., etc.) 10.53 4.18 2 15.38 5.17 3
Office Occupations Education
I (Secretariat, Clericel, etc.) 5 26 4.66 4 6.73 5.23 4
; Health Occupations Education
{Nursing, Health Aides, etc.) 5.26 5.53 6 8.65 5.84 8
8 Industrial Arts (Exploratory,
A General Shop, etc.) 7.89 4.92 5 9.13 5.1D 2
Home Economics {Food and Child
i‘ Care Services, etc.) 5.26 6.42 7 9.13 5.62 6
N Distributive Education
{Merchandising, Sales, etc.) 2.63 6.79 8 5.29 5.87 9
Consumer and Homemaking
L (Buying, Clothing, etc.) 2.63 7.11 9 11.54 5.62 7
h Vocational Agricultural
{0ff-Farm, Production, etc.) 5.26 7.74 10 4.33 7.32 10

* This represents the percent of respondents ranking a given item nunfk

ERIC *‘
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TABLE V 22

FVOCATIONAL AND OCCUPATIONAL PROGRAMS: PERCENTS, AVERAGES,
RDS, EDUCATORS, STUDENTS, CITIZENS, AND THE TuTAL SAMPLE

OL BOARDS EDUCATORS STUDENTS CITIZENS TOTAL
= 38) (N = 208) (N = 93) (N = 112) (N = 451)
AVER- PER- AVER- PER- AVER- PER-  AVER- PER- AVER-

AGE RANK CENT AGE_RANK CENT AGE RANK__CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK

3.42 1 21.15 3.91 1 9.68 4.72 3 29.46 3.38 1 21.73 3.90 1
4.24 3 8.65 5.33 5 11.83 4.91 4 25.00 3.78 2 14,63 4.77 2
f 4.18 2 15.38 5.17 3 20.43 4.34 2 4.46 5.02 4 13.30 4.88 3

4.66 4 6.73 5.23 4 7.53 5.53 5 8.04 4.50

w
~

.10 5.006 4
5.53 6 8.65 5.84 8 22.58 4.23 1 10.71 5.29 5 11.75 5.34 5
4,92 5 9.13 5.10 2 2.15 €6.74 10 4.46 6.14 7 6.43 5.68 6
6.42 7 9.13 65.62 6 7.52 6.15 7 8.93 6.04 6 8.43 5.90 7
6.79 8 5.29 65.87 9 €.45 5.59 6 0.00 6.94 9 3.99 6.15 8
7.11 9 11.54 5.62 7 3.23 6.58 9 4.46 7.13 10 7.32 6.31 9

7.74 10 4,33 7.32 10 8.60 6.20 8 4.46 6.79 8 5.32 6.99 10

bndents ranking a given item number 1.
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RANKS OF URBAN SAMPLES, RURAL SAMPLES, REMO?
1 K

URBAN
(N = 120)

PRE-VOCATIONAL AND OCCUPATIONAL PER-  AvER- B

PROGRAMS CENT*  AGE RAN
Trade & Industrial Educatian ;
(Bldg. Tradas, Automotive, etc.) 15.00 4.32
Basic Business Education (Gen.
Bus., Bus. Exploratory, et¢.) 18.33 4.48
Technical Education (Elec-
tronics, Radio, T.V., etc.) 12.50 4.81
Office Occupations Education
(Secretarial, Clerical, etc.) 4,17 5.18
Heaith Occupations Education
{Nursing, Health Aides, etc.) 14.17 5.20
Jadustrial Arts (Exploratory,
General Shop, etc.) 7.5 5.59
Home Economics (Food and Child
Care Services, etc.) 11.67 5.48
Distributive Education
tMerchandising, Sales, etc.) 5.00 6.10
Consumer and Homemaking
(Buying, Clothing, etc.) 10.00 5.7¢
Vocational Agriculture i
(0ff-Farm, Production, etc.) 1.67 8.06 10§

* This represents the percent of respondents rankingj
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TABLE VI

ATIONAL AND QCCUPATIONAL PROGRAMS: PERCENTS, AVERAGES, .
AL SAMPLES, REMOTE RURAL SAMPLES, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE

URBAN RURAL REMOTE RURAL TOTAL

(N = 120) (N = 235) (N = 96) (N = 451)
PER- AVER- PER- AVER- PER- AVER- PER- AVER-

CENT* AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK

15.00 4.32 1 21..0 3.77 1 30.21 3.71 1 21.73 3.90 1
18.33 4.48 2 15.32 4.79 2 8.33 5.08 3 14.63 4.77 2
12.50 4.81 3 12,77 4.86 3 15.63 5.03 2 13.30 4.88 3
4.17 5.18 4 10.21 4,95 4 3.13 5.19 4 7.10 5.06 4
14,17 5.20 5 10.21 5.32 5 12,50 5.57 7 11.75 5.34 5
7.50 5.59 7 §.11 5.80 6 8.33 5.50 6 6.43 5.68 6
: 1i.67 5.48 6 6.81 6.36 8 8.33 5.30 5 8.43 5.90 7
5.00 6.10 9 4.68 5.85 7 1.04 6.97 10 3.99 6.15 8
10.00 5.7¢ 3 5.53 6.53 9 8.33 6.45 ] 7.32 6.31 9

1.67 8.06 10 7.66 6.77 10 4.17 6.20 8 5.32 €.99 10

ERIC 48
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Pre-Vocational' and School Educa- Stu- Citi- Ave. Urban Rural Remote Ave.
Occupational Programs Boards tors dents zens Rank Rural Rank
Trade & Industrial Education 1 R
asi; Business Education 3 5 4 2 2 2 2 3 2
Technicai Education 2 3 2 4 3 3 3 2 3
0Office Occupations Education 4 4 5 3 4 4 4 4 4
Health Occupations Education 6 8 1 5 5 5 5 7 5
Industrial Arts 5 2 10 7 6 7 6 6 6
Home Economics 7 6 7 6 7 6 8 5 7
istributive Education 8 9 6 9 8 9 7 10 8
Consumer and Homemaking 9 7 9 10 9 8 9 9 9
Vocational Agriculture 10 10 8 8 10 10 10 8 10

Figure 5. anking of Pre-Vocational and Occupational Program by A1l Groups and
Geographic Areas
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Category IV: Teacher Personnel Concerns

A1l groups gave first priority to the Quality of Teacher Candidates as an ex-
pression of concern regarding teacher personnel, and all groups agreed that Teacher
Militancy was the matter of least concern. Evaluation of Teachers was second; Teach-z
er Utilization and Specialization, third; Ineffective Teachers, fourth; Methods of l
Teacher Selection, fifth; Teacher Involvement in Decision Making, siﬁfh; Teacher Sa]-;
aries, seventh; Supply of Teacher Candidates, eighth; and Teacher Turnover, ninth.

As shown in Table VII, Educators and Students were less concernéd with Evalua-
tion of Teachers than were School Boards and Citizens. Educators and Students were
rmore concerned with Teacher Utilization and Specialization. Educators were much 1ess;
concerned with Methods of Teacher Selection than were Students and Citizens. Educa-
tors were more concerned than any other group with Teacher Involvement n Decision

Making, and, of all groups, were the least concerned about the Supply of Teachar

Candidates.

As further shown in Table VIII, the Remote Rural area differed in the assignmenti
k of needs more often than the other areas. Urban areas differed mos*t from the average:
in the low priority given Teacher Utilization and Specialization, and a higher pri-
ority for Teacher Militancy.

Figure 6 illustrates the conparison of rankings among the respondent groups and :

the geographic areas.

ERIC
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TABLE V11

EDUCATIONAL WEEDS RELATED TO TEACHER PERSONNEL: PERCENTS, A;
RANKS OF SCHOOL BOARDS, EDUCATORS, STUDENTS, CITIZENS, AND THE?

SCHOOL BOARDS EDUCATORS STUR
(N = 38) (N = 208) (N &

PER- AVER- PER~ AVER- PER~
CENT* AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT

TEACHER PERSONNEL CONCERNS

Quality of Teacher

* This represents the percent of respondents ranking a given item number 18

[] Candidates 26.32 3.18 1 16.35 3.93 1 16.13
- Evaluation of
2 Teachers 23.68 3.82 2 10.10 4.78 4 8.60
L Teacher Utilization and
y Specialization 2.63 4.76 4 14.42 4.23 2 17.20
. Ineffective _
{ Teachers 13.16 4.34 3 14.90 4.79 5 12.90
Methods of Teacher
‘ Selection 10.53 5.16 5 6.25 5.71 7 10.75
‘ i Teacher Involvement in
Decision Making 0.00 7.0%6 9 17.31 4.59 3 5.38
. i Teacher g
Salaries 2.63 6.24 7 9.62 5.40 6 10.75 g
Supply of Teacher Y
) [J Candidates 10.53 5.97 6 3.85 6.83 9 10.75 W
) Teacher B
) ' Turnover 10.53 6.50 8 4.81 6.75 8 6.45
‘ {] Teacher Militancy 0.00 7.97 10 2.40 8.00 10 1.08 ?

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE V11 26

f-TO TEACHER PERSONNEL: PERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND
@CATORS, STUBENTS, CITIZENS, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE

#BOARDS EDUCATORS STUDENTS CITIZENS TOTAL
338) (N = 208) {N = 93) (N = 112) (N = 451)

¥ R- PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER- PER- AVER-
5t RANK CENT  AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT  AGE RANK

1 16.35 3.93 1 16.13 4.10 1 22.32 3.21 1 18.63 3.72 1
2 10.10 4.78 4 8.60 4.96 4 13.39 3.89 2 11.75 4.51 2
4 14.42 4.23 2 17.20 4.63 2 8.04 5.64 5 12.42 4.71 3
3 14.90 4.79 5 12.90 5.12 5 16.07 5.35 4 14.63 4.96 4
5 6.25 5.71 7 10.75 4.94 3 9.82 4.34 3 8.43 5.16 5
9 17.31 4.59 3 5.38 5.52 7 1.79 6.40 9 9.53 5.44 6
7 9.62 5.40 6 10.75 6.09 8 6.25 5.79 6 8.43 5.71 7
.97 6 3.85 6.83 9 10.75 5.37 6 7.14 5.83 7 6.65 6.21 8

.50 8 4.81 6.75 8 6.45 6.62 9 12.50 6.27 8 7.54 6.58 9
.97 10 2.40 8.00 10 1.08 7.67 10 2.68 8.28 10 2,00 8.00 10

nts ranking a given item number 1.

O
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TABLE VIII

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS RELATED TO TEACHER PERSONNEL: PERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND
RANKS OF SCHOOL BOARDS, EDUCATORS, STUDENTS, CITIZENS, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE

URBAN RURAL REMOTE RURAL TOTAL
(N = 120) (N = 235) (N = 96) (N = 451)
TEACHER PERSONNEL CONCERNS PER- AVER- PER~ AVER- PER-  AVER- PER- AVER-

CENT* AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK?

Quality of Teacher
Candidates 15.00 3.53 1 17.02 3.92 1 27.08 3.47 1 18.63 3.72 1

Evaluation of
Teach 15.00 4.58 2 8.51 4.47 2 15.63 4.54 3 11.75 4.51 2

Teac Utilization and
Spe: .1zation 10.83 4.88 5 11.91 4.77 3 15.63 4.34 2 12.42 4,71 3

B Inerfective
¥ Teachers 17.50 4.60 3 16.17 4.86 q 7.29 5,65 6 14.63 4.96 4

Methods of Teacher
Selection 9.17 4.80 4 8.94 65.1¢ 5 6.25 b5.64 5 8.43 5.16 5
Teacher Involvement in
Decision Making 11.67 4.93 6 11.49 5.49 6 2.08 5.94 8 9.53 5.44 6
Teacher _
Salaries 10.83 5.38 7 8.09 ..72 7 6.25 6.08 9 8.43 5,71 7
Supply of Teacher '

a Cangidates 1.67 7.55 9 8.09 5.92 8 9.38 5.22 4 6.65 6.21 8
Teacher
Turnover 2.50 7.78 10 8.94 6.32 9 10.42 5.73 7 7.54 6.58 9
Teacher Militancy 5.83 6.97 8 0.85 8.36 10 0.00 8.40 10 2.00 8.00 10

* This represents the pcrcent of respondents ranking a given item number 1.
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Teacher Personnel Concerns School Educa- Stu- Citi- Ave. Urban Rural Remnote Ave.é
voards tors dents zens Rank Rural Rankg

Quality of Teacher 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 lf
Candidates B
Evaluation of Teachers 2 4 4 2 2 2 2 3 2 ¢
Teacher Utilization and 4 2 2 5 3 5 3 2 3
Specialization :
Ineffective Teachers 3 5 5 4 4 3 4 6 4§
Methods of Teacher 5 7 3 3 5 4 5 5 5 E
Selection N
Teacher Invoivement in 9 3 7 9 6 6 6 8 6 B
Decision Making i
Teacher Salaries 7 6 8 6 7 7 ©7 9 7 %
Supply of Teacher 9 6 7 9 8 4 8
Candidates !
Teacher Turnover 8 8 9 8 9 10 9 7 9 K
Teacher Militancy 10 10 10 10 10 8 1o 10 10 §

Figure 6. Ranking of Teach2r Personnel Concerns by A1l Groups and Geographic Areas
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Category V: Administrative Services

In the area of administrative services, Curriculum Development was given first
priority by all groups except Students who ranked this third. Long-Range Program
Planning was given an overall ranking of second, but Students and Citizens rated it
sixth and fourth. The third rank was given to Pupil Personnel Services with major
differences among the groups--School Boards ranked this as seventh, and Students
ranked it first. There was more agreement among the groups regirding fourth-ranked
School-Community Relations and fifth-ranked School Facility Planning.

There were differences among the groups with the wverall ranking of Supervisiur
of Instruction as sixth: School Boards and Citizens considered this the second atea
of concern and Educators ranked it eighth. Except for students, there was more agree-
ment among the groups im ranking Research and Evaluation seventh. Staff Persanrel
Services was ranked eighth, with only Educators considering :his of greater concern.
There was unanimou, agreement among the groups in assigning Business Management t~
ninth vank and Data Processing ténth. (Teble IX)

On the whole, the assignment of needs by the geographic areas (Table X) resem-
bles the overali rankings of the respondent groups. Rural areas were less concerned

with School Community Relations and more concerned with Facilities than the average
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of the groups, and Remote Rural areas were less concerned with Long-Range Planning

than the average.

Figure 7 illustrates the differing priority assignments in this category.

ob
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE IX

EDUCATIONAL WEEDS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES:
DF SCHOOL LOARDS, EDUCATORS, STUDENTS, CITIZE:

P xR L DC P Pt SmrTATm TLTvIom memrm. RATRSITTEOS. S iimsonosmmaomo-imom s T

SCHOOL BOARDS EDUCATORS

(N = 38) (N = 208)
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES SFRT AVER SERT AVERS

CENT* AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK

Curriculum

Development 13.16 3.%87 1 25.00 3.48 1
Long-range Program

Planning 21.05 4.50 3 10.10 4.24 2
Pupil Personnel

Services 0.00 6.05 7 11.06 4.68 3
School-Community

Relations 26.32 4.50 4 15.87 4.99 4
School Facility

Planning 5.26 5.34 5 15.87 5.01 5
Supervision of

Instruction 21.05 4.24 2 6.25 5.68 8
Research and

Evaluation 5.26 5.45 ) 4,33 5.65 7
Staff Personnel

Services 2.63 6.11 8 4.81 5.38 6
Business

Management 5.26 6.39 9 3.85 7.68
Data Processing 0.00 8.45 10 2.88 8.21 10

* This represents the percent of respondents ranking a given item n 

N
£
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{iEEDS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES: PERCENTS, AVERAGES AND RANKS
0ARDS, EDUCATORS, STUDENTS, CITIZENS, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE
SCHOOL BOARDS EDUCATORS STUDENTS CITIZENS TOTAL
{N = 38) (N = 208) (N = 93) (N = 112) (N = 451)
PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER-
CENT* AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK
13.16 3.97 1 25.00 3.48 1 16.13 4.69 3 17.86 4.08 1 20.40 3.92 1
21.05 4.50 3 10.10 4.24 2 10.75 5.13 6 12.50 4.67 4 11.75 4.55 2
0.00 6.05 7 11.06 4.68 3 16.13 4.43 1 11.61 5.29 5 11.31 4.89 3
q 26.32 4.50 4 15.87 4.99 4 16.13 5.10 5 18.75 4.66 3 17.52 4.89 4
5.26 5.34 5 15.87 5.01 5 12.90 4.49 2 7.14 5.35 5 12.20 5.02 5
21.05 4.24 2 6.25 5.68 8 8.60 5.75 7 20.54 4.27 2 11.53 5.22 6
5.26 5.45 6 4.33 5.65 7 8.60 4.88 4 5.36 5.60 7 5.54 5.46 7
2.63 6.11 8 4.81 5.38 6 2.15 6.28 8 0.00 6.25 8 2.88 5.84 8
5.26 6.39 9 3.85 7.68 9 3.23 6.89 9 3.57 6.46 9 3.77 . 7.11 9
0.0D 8.45 10 2.88 8.21 10 5.38 7.35 10 2.68 8.38 10 3.10 8.10 10

f respondents ranking a given jtem number 1.

O
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TABLE X

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES: PER[;
OF YRBAN SAMPLES, RURAL SAMPLES, REMOTE RURAL SAMPLE

URBAN RURY

(N = 120) (N = F
PER-  AVER- PER- AV
CENT*  AGE RANK CENT  AH

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

Curriculum :
Development 19.17 4.03 1 22.13 3.{

Long-Range Program i
Planning 15.83 4.29 2 10.21 4.4

Pupil Personnel P
Services 10.83 4.83 4 8.94 5.?

School-Community

Relations 20.83 4.29 3 14.89 5.J
School Facility ;
Planning 7.50 5.28 5 14.89 4§
Supervision of %
Instruction 10.00 5.53 7 11.91 5.§
Research and i
Evaluation 4.17 5.50 5 6.81 5.5
Staff Personnel i
Services ’ ' 4.17 6.01 8 3.40 54
Business f
Management 4,17 7.14 9 3.83 7R
Data Processing 3.33 8.01 10 2.98 8 M

* This represents the percent of respondents ranking a given it @
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TABLE X 32

% FOR ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES: PERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND RANKS
| RURAL SAMPLES, REMOTE RURAL SAMPLES, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE

URBAN RURAL REMOTE RURAL TOTAL
{N = 120) (N = 235) (N = 96) (N = 451)
PER- AVER- PER- AVER- PER-  AVER- PER- AVER-

CENT*  AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT  AGE RANK

19.17 4.03 1 22.13 3.78 1 17.71 4.18 i 20.40 3.92 1
15.83 4.29 2 10.21 4.59 2 106.42 4.79 4 11.75 4.55 2
10.83 4.93 4 8.94 65.05 4 17.71 4.48 2 11.31 4.89 3
20.83 4.29 3 14.89 5.32 7 19.79 4.58 3 17.52 4.89 4
7.50 5.28 5 14.89 4.80 3 11.46 65.22 6 12.é0 5.02 5
10.00 5.53 7 11.91 5.13 5 12.50 5.07 5 11.53 5.22 6
4.17 5.50 6 6.81 65.26 6 4.17 5.92 8 5.54 5.46 7
4.17 6.01 8 3.40 5.91 8 0.00 5.46 7 2.88 5.84 8

4.17 7.14 9 3.83 7.12 9 3.13 7.02 9 3.77 7.11 9 ;
3.33 8.01 10 2.98 8.06 10 3.13 8.28 14 3.10 8.10 10 !

of respondents ranking a given item number 1,

%
1
i
!
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School Educa- Stu- Citi- Ave. Urban Rural Remote Ave.

Administrative Services Boards tors dents zens Rank Rural Rank
Curriculum Development R 11
Long-Range Program Pianning 3 2 6 4 2 2 2 4 2
Pupil Personnel Services 7 3 1 5 3 4 4 2 3
Schoo1-Community Relations 4 4 5 3 4 3 7 3 4
School Facility Planning 5 5 2 6 5 5 3 6 5
Supervision of Instruction 2 8 7 2 6 7 5 5 6
Research and Evaluation 6 7 4 7 6 6 8
Staff Personnel Services 8 ) 8 8 8 8 8 7 8
Business Management 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Data Processing

Figure 7. Ranking of Administrative Servicas by A1l Groups and Geographic Areas
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Category VI: Pupil Services

The priorities assigned by the total sample for services to pupils p]éced Ele-
mentary School Guidance first; Junior High School Guidance, second; In-School Place-
ment of Pupils, third; Educational-Vocational Placement, fourth; Information on
Careers and Occupations, fifth; Psychological Testing and Referral, sixth; Achieve-
ment Testing, seventh; Social Work, eighth; School Heaith, ninth; and Follow-up of
Graduates, tenth.

Inspection of data shown in Table XI shows some significant differences among the
groups in ranking these areas of services. Only Educators ranked Elementary School
Guidance first--Students ranked this sixth. School Boards and Citizens ranked
Junior High School Guidance first while Educators and Students rated it lower. Edu-
cators gave a much Higher priority to the In-School Placement of Pupils than did the
'ofher groups, and Students gave Educational-Vocational Placement a higher ranking than
the other groups. Educators gave a significantly lower rating to Information on
Careers and Occupations than did the other groups--Students ranked this first. Ed-
ucators gave a priority of third to the sixth-ranked Psychological Testing and Refer-
rai, and Educators and Students ranked Achievement Testing much lower than did School
Boards and Citizens. School Boards rated Social Work last, and 1like Students, gave

Follow-up of Graduates a.higher rating than the overall rank of this service. School
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Boards and Students most often deviated more than one rank from the average in this
category, but all groups perceived the needs in pupil services differently.

When ranked by geographic areas, it was found that Urban areas were more con-
cerned with Psychological Testing and Referral than the average, and less concerned
with Educational-Vocational Placement. Rural areas were least concerned with Achieve-
ment Testing, and Remote Rural areas gave Social Work tenth place. Remote Rural areas
were also less concerned with In-School Placement of Pupils than the other areas
(Table XII).

Figure 8 shows the differing priority assignments in this category.
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TABLE XI

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS FOR PUPIL SERVICES: PERCENTS, A®
OF SCHOOL BOARDS, EDUCATORS, STUDENTS, CITIZENS, fﬁi

SCHOOL BODARDS EDUCATORS
(N = 38) {N = 208)
PUPIL SERVICES
PER- AVER- PER- AVER-

CENT*  AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK

Elementary School

Guidance 26.32 3.92 2 28.85 3.92 1
Junior High School

Guidance 18.42 3.47 1 5.29 4.65 4
In-School Placement of

Pupils 10.53 5.21 5 19.23 4.16 2
Educational-VYocational

Placement 7.89 5.00 4 9.13 4.97 5
Information on Careers

and Occupations 7.89 4.26 3 8.17 5.87 6 25.
Psychological Testing

and Referral 2.63 5.63 7 10,10 4.63 3
Achievement

Testing 10.53 5.26 6 3.37 7.01 9
Social

Work 0.00 8.34 10 4.81 6.18 7
School

Health 2.63 7.55 9 4.33 6.56 8

Follow~-up of
Graduates 13.16 6.34 8 6.73 7.05 10

* This represents the percent of respondents vanking a given item number ]f

; ‘\)
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TABLE XI 36

f PUPIL SERVICES: PERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND RANKS
§.ATORS, STUDENTS, CITIZENS, ANL THE TOTAL SAMPLE

*OARDS EDUCATORS STUDENTS CITIZENS TOTAL
38) (N = 208) (N = 93) (N = 112) (N = 451)
ER~ PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER- PER- AVER-

GE RANK CENT | AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK

92 2 28.85 3.92 1 10.75 5.47 6 19.64 4.25 3 22.62 4.32 1
47 1 5.29 4.65 4 12.90 4.89 3 15,18 3.85 1 10.42 4.36 2
&21 5 19.23 4.16 2 7.53 4.96 4 8.93 5.33 5 13.53 4.70 3

00 4 9.13 4.97 5 6.45 4.67 2 10.71 4.64 4 8.87 4.83 4

26 3 8.17 5.87 6 25.81 4.26 1 25.89 3.98 2 16.19 4.93 5
.63 7 10.10 4.63 3 6.45 5.16 5 10.71 5.38 6 8.87 5.01 6
.26 6 | 3.37 7.01 9 5.38 6.74 10 3.57 5.88 7 4.43 6.53 7
.34 10 4.81 6.18 7 15.05 5.76 7 1.79 7.42 9 5.76 6.58 8
.55 9 4.33 6.56 8 4.30 6.74 2 1.79 6.77 8 3.55 6.73 9

.34 8 6.73 7.05 10 5.38 6.55 8 1.79 7.49 10 5.76 7.00 1¢C ;

ents ranking a given item number 1.

ERIC | 65 :
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TABLE XII

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS FOR PUPIL SERVICES: PERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND RANKS OF
URBAN SAMPLES, RURAL SAMPLES, REMOTE RURAL SAMPLES, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE

URBAN RURAL REMOTE RURAL TOTAL
(N = 120) (N = 235) (N = 96) (N = 451)
PUPIL SERVICES PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER- PER- AVER-

CENT* AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT  AGE RANK

lementary School
Puidance 30.83 3.87 1 19.15 4.62 3 20.83 4.18 2 22.62 4.32 1

unior High School

uidance 10.00 4.40 2 11.06 4.54 1 9.38 3.86 1 10.42 4.36 2

n~-School Placement of

upils 13.33 4.48 3 14.89 4.71 4 10.42 4.95 5 13.53 4.70 3
ucational-Vocational

lacement 6.67 5.38 6 10.21 4.61 2 8.33 4.69 3 3.87 4.83 4

nformation on Careers

nd Occupations 10.83 5.26 5 17.02 4.84 5 20.83 4.75 4 16.19 4.93 5

sychological Testing

nd Referral 10.00 4.61 4 7.23 5.11 6 11.46 5.26 6 8.87 5.01 6
chievement

esting 4,17 6.32 8 3.40 6.85 10 7.29 6.00 7 4.43 6.53 7

ocial

ork 8.33 6.00 7 6.38 6.54 7 1.04 7.42 10 5.76 6.58 8
chool

ealth 2.50 6.95 9 3.83 6.58 8 4,17 6.83 8 3.55 6.73 9

ollow-up of
raduates 3.33 7.74 10 6.81 6.59 9 6.25 7.06 9 5.76 7.00 10

This represents the percent of respondents ranking a given item number 1.
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Citi- Ave. Urban Rural Remote Ave.

School Educa- Stu-

Boards

tors

dents zens
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ETementary School Guidance

Junior High Schoal Guidance

In-School Placement of Pupils

Educational-Vocational
Placement

Information on Careers and
Occupations

Psychological Testing and
Referratl

Achievement Testing

Social Work
School Health

Follow-up of Graduates

Rank Rural Rank
1 1 3 2 1
2 2 1 1 2
3 3 4 5 3
4 6 2 3 4
5 5 5 4 5
6 4 6 6 6
7 8 10 7 7

7 7 10 8
9 9 8 8 9
10 10 9 9 10

Figure 8.
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Category VII: Budget Allocations

As shawn in Table XIII, the first overall priority in the educational budget was
given to Teaching Personnel, with only Educators actually ranking this first. Text-
books and Instructional Supplies ranked second, and Classroom Facilities, third.
Fourth, fifth and sixth priorities were assigned to Libraries and Instructional Cen-
ter Facilities, Specialized Personnel (Counselors, Psychologists, Socia? Workers,
etc.), and Audio-Visual Equipment. Supportive Personnel (Clerical, Aides, etc.)
ranked seventh; Building Maintenance and Operation, eighth; Administrative and Super-
visory Personnel, ninth; and Transportation, tenth.

.Since School Boards are responsible for reviewing and approving school budgets,
a closer inspection of the priority assignments of this group is in order. School
Board members gave the top priority ratings to Textbocks and Instructional Supplies,
Teaching Persdnne], and Libraries and Instructional Center Facilities. Respondents

in this group differed more than one priority rank from the average by assigning Sup-~

portive Personnel to ninth position, and are 'more concerned with Building Mainterance
and Operation “han the o*her groups.

0f the geographic areas, only Rural areas gave top priority to Classroom Facili-
ties, and Remote Rural areas were less concerned with Supervisory Personnel than the

overall average (Tabie XIV). 1In other budget concerns, the geographic areas ranked
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the items as did the respondent groups. Figure 9 illustrates the comparison of rank-
ings in this category.

L
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Libraries and Instructional
Center Facilities 10.53 4.32 3 5.77 4.63 4

Specialized Personnel(Counselors,
Psychologists, Social Workers) 10.53 5.66 6 11.54 5.10 5

Audio-Visual

E TABLE XIII
: EDUCATIOMAL NEEDS FOR BUDGET ALLOCATIONS: PERCENT
OF SCHOOL BOARDS, EDUCATORS, STUDENTS, CITIZEN%,
- .
4
SCHOOL BOARDS EDUCATORS
BUDGET ALLOCATIONS (N = 38) (N = 208)
E v 0 PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER-
& CENT* AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK
Teaching
ﬂ Personnel 28.95 3.63 2 38.94 3.19 1
Textbooks and Instructional
Supplies 13.16 3.61 1 10.58 3.97 3
{] Classroom
Faci]ities 13.16 4.82 4 19.23 3.75 2

Equipment » 2.63 6.24 7 1.44 6.07 7
Supportive Personnel

(Clerical, Aides, etc.) 0.00 7.32 9 5.29 5.69 6
Building Mainternance

and Operation 15.79 5.08 5 4.33 6.74 8
Admiristrative and

Supervisory Personnel 5.26 6.39 8 1.44 7.22 9
Transportation 0.00 7.95 10 1.44 8.66 10

* This represents the percent of respondents ranking a given item num

]
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XIII 4]

fTIONS: PERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND RANKS
NTS, CITIZENS, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE

EDUCATORS STUDENTS CITIZENS TOTAL
(N = 208) {N = 93) (N = 112) (N = 451)
AVER- PER- AVER- PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER-

AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK

4 3.19 1 22.58 4.31 3 28.57 3.47 2 32.15 3.53 1

b8 3.97 3 20.43 3.81 2 18.75 3.37 1 14.86 3.75 2

3 3.75 2 16.13 3.42 1 13.39 4.16 3 16.63 3.88 3

7 4.63 4 8.60 4.38 4 5.36 4.74 4 ' 6.65 4.58 4

e

54 5.10 5 12.90 5.41 15.18 5.28 5 12.64 5.25 5

o

4 6.07 7 5.38 5.84 6 5.36 5.54 6 3.33 5.90 6

P9 5.69 6 1.08 7.17 9 1.79 6.95 9 3.10 6.45 7

B3 6.74 8 7.53 6.22 7 3.57 6.91 8 5.76 6.53 8

4 7.22 9 2.15 6.83 8 6.25 6.46 7 3.10 6.88 9 ?
4 8.66 10 3.23 7.62 10 1.79 8.13 10 .77 8.25 10

[—-

given item number 1.

ERIC
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TABLE XIV

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS FOR BUDGET ALLOCATIONS: PERCENTS, AVJ
URBAN SAMPLES, RURAL SAMPLES, REMOTE RURAL SAMPLES, A{

.

=}
URBAN RURAL @
(N = 120) (N = 2358

BUDGET ALLOCATIONS

PER-  AVER- PER- AVER- §

CENT* AGE RANK CLENT AGE
Teaching :
Personnel 45.83 2.99 1 26.38 3.74 .
Textbooks and Instructional :
Supplies : 10.83 3.58 2 14.47 3.86 @&
Classroom .
Facitities 12.50 _4.13 3 20.85 3.62 @
Libraries and Instructional : :
Center Facilities 6.67 4.40 4 6.81 4.73
Specialized Personnel (Counselors, g
Psychologists, Social Workers) 11.67 4.98 5 13.62 5.29§
Audio-VYisual g
Equipment 0.83 6.13 7 4.26 5.889
Supportive Personnel :
(Clerical, Aides, etc.) 3.33 6.13 6 3.83 6.33%
Building Maintenance f
and Operation 5.00 6.91 8 4.68 6.60])
Administrative and
Supervisory Personnel 6.00 7.07 9 3.83 6.87F
Transportation 3.33 8.69 10 1.28 8.09}

f This represents the percent of respondents ranking a given item §
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g PERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND RANXS OF
JRAL SAMPLES, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE
RURAL REMOTE RURAL TOTAL
(N = 235) (N = 96) {N = 451)
PER- AVER- PER-  AVER- PER- AVER-
CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT  AGE RANK
26.38 3.74 2 29.17 3.68 1 32.15 3.53 1
14.47 3.86 3 20.83 3.73 2 14.86 3.75 2
20.85 3.62 1 11.46 4.18 3 16.63 3.88 2
6.81 4,73 & 6.25 4.32 & 6.65 4.5 4
13.62 5.29 5 11.46 5.52 5 12.64 5.25 5
4.26 5.88 6 4.17 5.69 6 3.33 5.90 6
3.83 6.33 7 1.04 7.11 9 3.10 6.45 7
4.68 6.60 8 9.38 5.90 7 5.76 6.53 8
3.83 6.87 9 5.21 6.66 8 3.10 6.88 9
1.28 8.0% 10 1.04 8.13 10 8.25 10

Bg a given item number 1.
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Urban Rural Remote Ave.

Teaching Personnel

Textbooks and Instructional
Supplies
Classroom Facilities

Libraries and Instructional
Center Facilities
Specialized Personnel

Audio-Visual Equipment
Supportive Personnel

Building Maintenance and
Operation

Administrative and
Supervisory Personnel

Transportation

School Educa- Stu-
Boards

10

tors

10

Citi-

dents zens
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10

Ave.
Rank

10

10

10

Rural

Rank

10

Figure 9.
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Category VIII: Instructional Approaches

In this category, opinions were sought regarding the need for ten different in-
structional approaches to education.

A1l groups rated Individually Guided Instruction as the first priority in this
category and Computer Assisted Instruction as the Instructional Approach of least con-
cern. While Instructional Aides and Resource Persons were rated second by the com-
bined groups, Students and Citizens rated this fourth. The average ratings placed
Inquiry Approach (Discovery Method of Instruction) third; School Boards did not give
it this importance. Group ratings were close in assigning an average rating of fourth
to Staffing Patterns (Team Teaching, etc.), and the overall rating for Flexible
Schedu]fng was fifth. (Studehts thought this was more important and rated scheduling
third.) School Boards and Citizens agreed in assigning a lower rank of eighth to
Non-Graded Program, which had an average rank of sixth.

T.V. was given an average ranking of seventh--School Boards and Citizens ranked this
a place or two higher. Groups were not too different in their overall placement of
Television Assisted Instruction as eighth and ninth-pl=ced Homebound Instruction.
(See Table XV.) |
An illustration of these rankings is shown as Figuee 10.
It is seen that by geographic areas, Urban areas rzted Instructional Aids and Re-

sources lower than average and Computer Assisted Instruction higher. The Remote Rural
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Rural areas showed greater concern for the need for Audio-Visual Instruction than the
other areas (Table XVI).

An illustration of these rankings is shown as Figure 10.
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TABLE XV

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS FOR INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHES.?
AND RANKS OF SCHOOL BOARDS, EDUCATORS, STUDENTS, CIT}

i B

fonnj

SCHOOL BOARDS EDUCATORS
(N = 38) {N = 208)
INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHES PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER-

CENT* AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK

Individually Guided

gE Instruction 52.63 2.66 1 31.73 2.92 1
3 Instructional Aides and
Resource Persons 5.26 4.53 2 11.54 4.17 2
Inquiry Apnroach {Piscovery
i Method of Instruction) 7.89 5.29 5 10.58 4.28 3
Staffing Patterns )
= (Team Teaching, etc.) 5.26 4.61 3 9.62 4.81 5
& Flexible '
Schedui (ng 5.26 4.82 4 12.02 4.85 6
5 Non-Graded
H Program 13.16 6.50 8 19.71 4.42 4
Audio-Visual Instruction Qther
[] Than Educational TV 2.63 5.34 6 0.96 6.31 7
Television Assisted
Instruction §.26 6.37 7 1.44 7.33 8
N Homebound
' Instruction 2.63 7.18 9 0.48 7.%4 9

Computer Assisted
Instruction 0.00 7.71 10 1.92 7.95 10

* This represents the percent of respondents ranking a given fitem nuf
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o, xv
8L APPROACHES: PERCENTS, AVERAGES,
jl STUDENTS, CITIZENS, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE

i} EDUCATORS STUDENTS CITIZENS TOTAL E
B (n = 208) (N = 93) (N = 112) (N = 451) a

AVER- PER- AVER- PER- AVER- PER-  AVER-
AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK

2.92 1 31,18 3.43 1 39.29 3.14 1 35.25 3.06 1 §
.17 2 8.60 4.80 4 3.57 4.64 4 8.43 4.45 2
.28 3 8.60 4.63 2 8.93 4.41 2 9.53 4.47 3
.81 5 10.75 65.12 5 9.82 4.63 3 9.53 4.81 4 i
.85 6 12.90 4.71 3 5.36 5.69 6 9.98 5.03 5 4
.42 4 17.20 5.54 6 9.82 6.72 8 16.19 5.40 6
.31 7 3.23 6.03 7 15.18 5.12 5 5.10 5.88 7
..33 8 0.00 7.04 9 3.57 6.33 7 2.00 6.94 8
.94 9 4.30 6.65 8 3.57 6.88 9 2.22 7.35 9

.95 10 3.23 7.05 10 0.89 7.45 10 1.77 7.62 10
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OF URBAN SAMPLES, RURAL SAi

' -!} EDUCATIONAL NEEDS FOR INSTRU]

INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHES

beiond

Individually Guided
instruction

)

Instructional Aides and
Resource Persons

Inguiry Approach (Discovery
Method of Instruction)

i
— ey

Staffing Patterns
{Team Teaching, etc.)

Flexible
Scheduling

I.-s-i"x-d

Non-Graded
Pro¢ "am

bl lopeond

Audio-Visual Instruction Other
Than Educational TV

Television Assisted
_ : Instruction
‘fj, - . ' E Homebound
: S o 3 Instruction

Computer Assisted
Instruction

* This represents the percent of respondent®
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TABLE XVI

INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHE3: PERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND RANKS
RAL SAMPLES, REMOTE RURAL SAMPLES, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE

URBAN RURAL REMOTE RURAL TOTAL
(N = 120) (N = 235) (N = 96) (N = 451)
PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER- PER- AVER-

CENT* AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK

34.17 2.93 1 34.89 3.i3 1 37.50 3.05 1 35.25 3.06 1

5.83 4.63 4 7.66 4.36 2 13.54 4.45 2 8.43 4.45 2
10.83 4.08 2 9.’9 4.68 3 7.29 4.47 3 9.53 4.47 3
12.50 4.54 3 9.79 5.05 5 5.21 4.55 4 9.53 4.81 4

13.33 5.05 6 8.09 4.83 4 10.42 5.47 6 9.98 5.03 5

17.50 4.59 5 17.45 5.20 6 11.36 6.39 7 16.19 5.40 6

3.33 6.41 7 5.11 5.83 7 7.29 5.31 5 5.10 5.88 7

0.83 7.46 9 2.55 6.77 8 2.08 6.72 8 2.00 6.94 8 {
0.00 7.72 10 3.40 7.27 9 2.08 7.06 9 2.22 7.35 9

1.67 7.20 8 1.28 7.87 10 3.13 7.53 10 1.77 7.62 10 !

Hof respondents ranking a given item number 1. !




School Educa- Stu- Citi- Ave. Urban Rural Remote Ave.

Instructional Approaches Boards tors dents zens Rank Rural Rank

Individually Gu1ded 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Instruction

Instructional Aides and 2

Resource Persons

Inquiry Approach

(3]

[#%]

Staffing Patterns
Flexible Scheduling
Non-Graded Program

Audio-Visual Instruction Other
Than Educational TV ‘
Television Assisted

Instruction
Homebound Instruction
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Computer Assisted Instruction 10

Figure 10. Ranking cof Instructional Approaches by A1l Groups and Geographic Areas
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Category IX: Educational Programs

In this category respondents were asked to rank the need for additional emphasis

‘ at should be given various types of educational programs. As shown in Table XVII,
5tudents most often differed from the average ranking. Of the ten types of programs
;anked, Students perceived six areas differently than the average for the combined
iroups. However, all groups gave first priority to Program for Slow Learners and were
fn close agreement in assigning Program for Alienated Youth (Potential Dropouts, Un-
iotivated, etc.) in second place. The average ranking for Program for Academically
fa]ented was third with Students and Citizens rating this lower. The average rating
fbr the fourth rank was Program for Educationally Disadvantaged--School Boards rated
jhis type of program sixth. Fifth-ranked was Program for Average Pupils: School
ioards ranked this second, and Students ranked it ninth. While Students rated Program
;or High School Terminal Students eighth, this received an overall rank of sixth, and
;rogram for Emotionally Disturbed had an average ranking of seventh. Eighth-ranked
irogram for Mentally Handicapped (Trainable, Educable, etc.) was placed third by Stu-
fents, and ninth-ranked Program for Physically Handicapped (Visual, Orthopedic, etc.)
:as rated higher by Students and Citizens. Program for Culturally Distinct was rated
fenth.

. When this category is viewed by geographic areas, only Urban areas deviated more

flhan one rank from the average of the respondent groups by assigning Mentally

-
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Handicapped to last place (Table XVIII). Figure 11 is an illustration of the differ-

ing priority assignments in this category.
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TABLE XVII

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS FOR EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS: PERCE
OF SCHOOL BOARDS, EDUCATORS, STUDENTS, CITIZENSH

SCHOOL BOARDS EDUCATORS
(N = 38) {N = 208)
EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER-

CENT*  AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK

Program for Slow
Learners 18.42 3.18 1 16.35 3.90 1

Program for Alienated Youth {Poten-
tial Dropouts, Unmotivated, etc.)15.79 4.74 3 14.90 4.63 3

Program for Academically

Talented 13.16 5.13 4 16.35 4.27 2
Program for Educationally

Disadvantaged 5.26 5.58 6 8.65 5.25 4
Program for Average

Pupils 28.95 4.50 2 17.31 5.28 5
Program for High Schootl

Terminal Students 10.53 5.42 5 12.02 5.38 6
Program for Emotionally

Disturbed 0.00 6.29 8 4.33 5.89 7
Program for Mentally Handicapped

{(Trainable, Educable, etc.) §.26 6.26 7 4.33 6.61 8
Program for Physically Handicapped

(Visual, Qrthopedic, etc.) 2.63 6.39 9 1.44 6.38 10
Program for Culturaily

Distinct 0.00 7.50 10 4.33 6.81 9

* This represents the percent of respondents ranking a given item numbdg

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric
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¥ PERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND RANKS
@IZENS, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE

STUDENTS CITIZENS TOTAL
(N = 93) (N = 112) {N = 451)
PER- AVER- PER- AVER- PER-  AVER-

& RANK  CENT AGE RANK CENT AGL. RANK CENT AGE RANK

1 17.20 3.47 1 18.75 3.92 1 17.29 3.76 1

3 20.43 4.26 2 13.39 4.82 2 15.74 4.51 2

2 13.98 5.99 7 18.75 5.26 6 16.19 4.94 3

4 8.60 5.23 4 6.25 5.16 3 7.76 5.25 4

e e b 0 il 25 o e b At =

5 12.90 6.40 9 19.64 5.24 4 17.96 5.43 5
6 3.23 6.30 8 8.93 5.26 5 9.31 5.54 6
7 4.30 5.34 5 3.57 5.92 8 3.77 5.82 7
8 9.68 5.06 3 6.25 5.99 8 5.99 6.11 8

10 7.53 5.38 6 2.68 5.80 7 3.10 6.31 9

9 2.15 7.57 10 1.79 7.63 10 2.88 7.23 10

®tem number 1.




T8

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS FOR EDUCATIONAL‘P!
URBAN SAMPLES, RURAL SAMPLES, RE

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

PER-  AVEE
CENT*  AGH

Program for Slow
Learners 10.00 4.

Program for Alienated Youth (Poten-
tial Dvopouts, Unmotivated, etc.) 15.00 4.

Program for Academically

bt

: Talented 14.17 4,
B Program for Educationally
fi %E Disadvantaged 12.50 4.
f Program for
Average Pupils 27.50 5.
Program for High School
Terminal Students 8.33 5.
Program for Emotionally
Disturbed : 1.67
Program for Mentally Handicapped
(Trainable, Educable, etc.) 4.17 6.

Program for Physically Handicapped
(Visual, Orthopedic, etc.) 4,17 6.

Program for Culturally
Bistinct 2.50 6.

* This represents the percent of respondents rankB
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BLE XVIII

:iGRAMS: PERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND RANKS OF
BTE RURAL SAMPLES, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE

- RURAL REMOTE RURAL TOTAL
(N = 235) (N = 96) (N = 451)
: PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER- PER- AVER-

RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT  AGE RAKK

1 17.87 3,58 1 25.00 3.26 1 17.29 3.76 1

2 15.74 4.58 2 16.67 4.64 2 15.74 4.61 2

3 17.45 5.12 3 15.63 4.66 3 16.19 4.94 3

4 6.38 5.37 4 5.21 5.29 5 7.76 5.25 4

5 13.62 5.76 6 16.67 5.03 4 17.96 5.43 5

7 8.94 5.38 5 11.46 5.58 6 9.31 5.54 6

wy

6 5.53 .83 7 2.08 5.80 7 3.77 5.82 7

10 6.81 5.85 8 6.25 6.14 8 5.99 6.11 8

L M P DY L S R RS ROy LA I S UL ORI S L L WU WG PUCLES
e S RPVEMINE NS SRS e A S e

8 3.40 6,22 9 1.04 6.77 9 3.10 6.31 9

9 4,26 7.31 10 0.00 7.83 10 2.88 7.23 10

gnking a given item number 1.
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School Educa- Stu- Citi- Ave. Urban Rural Remote Ave.

Educational Programs Boards tors dents zens Rank Rural Rank
Program for Slow Learners 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Program for Alienated Youth 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Program for Academically 4 2 7 6 3 3 3 3 .3

Talented

Program for Educationally 6 4 4 3 4 4 4 5 4
Disadvantaged

Program for Average Pupils 2 5 9 4 5 5 6 4 5
Program for High School 5 ) 8 5 6 7 5 6 6
Tarminal Students

Program for Emotionally 8 7 5 8 7 6 7 7 7
Disturbed

°rogram for Mentally 7 8 3 9 8 10 8 8 8
Handicapped

Program for Physically 9 10 6 7 9 8 9 9 9
Handicapped

Program for Culturally 10 9 10 10 10 9 10 10 10
Distinct

Figure 11. Ranking of Educational Programs by A1l Groups and Geographic Areas
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Category X: 1In-Service Education

In-service education includes those types of activities and programs directed

toward improving and updating professional personnel. As shown in Table XIX, rankings

of the groups were quite similar in designating Education in Motivating and Guiding
Pupils first priority; Educatfon in Diagnosing Pupil Needs, second; Education in Plan-
ning Instruction and Developing Curriculum, third; and Education in Student Program
Evaluation, fourth. The average of all groups ranked Education in Group Dynamics and
Human Relations fifth, however, School Boards and Students ranked this Tower. School
Boards ranked Education in Classroom Management fourth, but the total group rankings
piaced this area sixth. Groups were quite close in ranking Education in Selecting
and Utilizing Materials and Equipment seventh, but the overall eighth-place ranking
to Education in Subject Matter Content showed differences among the groups; Educa-
tors gave this a higher priority. The groups were nearly consistent in ranking Edu-
cation in Varied Staffing Patterns (Team Teaching, etc,) ninth, and Education in Re-
porting Pupil Progress tenth.

Inspection of Figure 12, shows that for Urban areas Group Dymamics was of great-
er concern and Education in Classrcom Management of less concern than the average
rankings for geographic areas. Group Dynamics was of lesser concern to the Remote

Rural areas. (See Table XX).
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TABLE XX

| S

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS FOR IN-SERVICE EDUCATION: PERCEN
OF SCHOOL BOARDS, EDUCATORS, STUDENTS, CITIZENS;

i

SCHOOL BOARCS EDUCATORS
IN-SERVICE EDUCATION (¥ = 38) (N = 208)
) PER- AVER- PER AVERC

CENT* AGE RANK CENT AGE RARK

Education in Motivating and

- g; Guiding Pupils 44.74 2.53 1 30.29 2.87 ]
- Education in Diagnosing
Pupil Needs 21.05 3.34 2 21.15 3.16 2
gg Education in Planning Instruction
e and Developing Curriculum 2.63 4.95 3 8.17 4.79 3
Education in Student and
E Program Evaluation 2.63 5.37 5 3.37 5.39 4
1
- Education in Group Dynamics
and Human Relations 2.63 7.00 8 9.62 5.75 5
Education in Classroom
Management 5.26 5.00 4 5.29 6.50 7
Education in Selecting and Uti-
i] lizing Mate "ials and Equipment 2.63 6.11 7 3.37 5.98 6
Education in Subject
Matter Content 7.89 5.79 6 8.17 6.99 9
LJ Education in Varied Staffing Pat-
terns (Team Teaching, etc.) 2.63 7.76 10 3.17 6.53 8
~. Education in feporting
Pupil Progress 7.89 7.16 9. 2.40 7.04 10

* This represents the percent of respondents ranking a given item num

Egiéé;ﬂ.
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TABLE XIX 55

BCE EDUCATION: PERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND RANKS
i STUDENTS, CITIZENS, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE

EDUCATORS STUDENTS CITIZENS TOTAL
(N = 208) (N = 93) (N = 112) (N = 451)

PER- AVER- PER- AVER- PER-  AVER- PER-  AVER-
CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK

30.29 2.R7 1 27.96 3.44 1 41.07 2.71 1 33.70 2.92 1

21.15 3.16 2 16.13 3.95 2 20.54 3.09 2 19.96 3.32 2

8.17 4.79 3 12.90 4.95 3 6.25

[9,]

.35 4 8.20 4.98 3
3.37 5.39 4 5.38 5.26 4 3.57 5.18 3 3.77 5.31 4

9.62 5.75 5 10.75 5.71 7 7.14 5.98 5 8.65 5.90 5

5.29 6.50 7 8.60 5.71 6 7.14 6.21 7 6.43 6.14 6
3.37 5.98 6 2.15 6.52 8 1.79 6.30 8 2.66 6.18 7
8.17 6.99 9 11.83 5.38 5 7.14 6.13 6 8.65 6.34 8
8.17 6.53 8 2.15 6.74 9 1.79 7.33 10 £.88 6.88 9

2.40 7.04 10 2.15 7.35 10 3.57 6.73 9 3.10 7.04 10 i

@<ing a given item number 1.
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TABLE XX

EDUCATIONAL NEEDS FOR IN-SERVICE EDUCATION: PERCENTS, AR
OF URBAN SAMPLES, RURAL SAMPLES, REMOTE RURAL SAMPLES, M

wrinng

% o

1
- URBAN RURAL
(N = 120) (N - 235)
IN-SERVICE EDUCATIO
N vie CATION PER- AVER- PER-  AVER-

CENT* AGE RANK CENT  AGE RAf

Education in Motivating and
Guiding Pupils 34,17 2.75 1 30.64 3.06

Education in Diagnosing
Pupil Needs 20.00 3.21 2 21.70 3.28

Education in Planning Instruction
and Developing Curriculum 6.67 5.19 4 9.79 4.94

Education in Student and
Program Evaluation 4,17 5.83 5 3.83 5.09

_ T T =

Education in Group Dynamics
and Human Relations 12.50 5.10 3 6.81 6.04

——

Education in Classroom
Management 2.50 6.52 8 7.66 6.12

Education in Selecting and Uti-

lizing Materials and Equipment 1.67 6.15 6 2.98 6.20
Education in Subject
Matter Content 9.17 6.33 7 8.51 6.36

O =

Educaticn in Varied Staffina Pat-
terns (Team Teaching, etc.) 5.00 5.63 9 5.53 6.89

Education in Reporting ' ¢
Pupil Progress 4.17 7.29 10 2.55 7.04 1(g

f This represents the percent of respondents ranking a given item num-}

= B

(—— -

=
w0
(AW

A FuiiText provided by eric [EEEEEERNIN




TABLE XX 56

ﬁE EDUCATION: PERCENTS, AVERAGES, AND RANKS
§: REMOTE RURAL SAMPLES, AND THE TOTAL SAMPLE

P RBAN RURAL REMOTE RURAL TOTAL
g = 120) {N - 235) (N = 96) (N = 451)
AVER- PER- AVER- PER-  AVER- PER- AVER-

AGE RANK CENT - AGE -RANK CENT AGE RANK CENT AGE RANK

2.75 "1 30.64 3.06 1 40.63 2.78 1 33.70 2.92 1
3.21 2 21.70 3.28 2 15.63 3.56 2 19.96 3.32 2
5.19 4 9.79 4.9% 3 6.25 4.79 3 B.20 4.98 3
5.83 5 3.83 5.09 4 3.13 5.21 4 3.77 5.31 4
5.10 3 6.81 6.04 5 8.33 6.56 8 8.65 5.90 5
6.52 8 7.66 6.12 6 8.33 5.72 5 6.43 6.14 6
6.15 6 2.98 6.20 7 3.13 6.19 6 2.66 €.18 7
6.33 7 8.51 6.36 8 8.33 6.31 7 8.65 6.34 8
6.63 9 5.53 6.89 9 3.13 7.16 10 4.88 6.88 9

7.29 10 2.55 7.04 10 3.13 6.72 9 3.10 7.04 10

ts ranking a given item number 1. ;
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School Educa- Stu- Citi- Ave. Urban Rural Remote Ave.
In-Service Education Boards tors dents zens Rank Rural Rank
Education in Motivating and 1
Guiding Pupils
Education in Diagnosing Pupil 2
Needs
Education in Planning Instruc- 3
tion & Developing Curriculum
Education in Student and
Program Evaluation
Education in Group Dynamics
and Human Relations
Education in Classroom
Management
Education in Selecting & Uti-
lizing Materials & Equipment
Education in Subject
Matter Content
Education in Varied Staffing 10
Patterns (Team Teaching, etc.)
Education in Reporting g 10 10 9 10 10 10 9
Pupil Progress
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Figure 12. Ranking of In-Service Education by A1l Groups and Geographic Areas
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Summary

In this chapter specific educational needs have been identified. Rankings by
respondent groups have been given as well as the rankings of these groups when ar- 9}
ranged by geographic areas. A composite picture of Educational Needs in the State oﬁ

Nevada is reported in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER III
COMPOSITE EDUCATIONAL NEEDS

A picture of respondents' overall perceptions of imperative educational needs
was obtained by having each respondent rank, from one to ten; each of the ten items
to which he had given first priority in each of the ten categories of need discussed
in Chapter II.

Data pertaining to the 15 imperative educational needs which were given the
highest overall rankings by the total number of respondents are reported in Table XXI.
In this table the number of respondents who ranked each of the needs first, second,
third, and fourth, together with the weighted totals and final ranks, are given. To
obtain the weighted final ranks, first choices were multiplied by four, second choices
by three, third choices by two, and fourth choices by one.

Reading was the preponderant choice of the respondents as the outstanding impera-
tive educational need: The weighted total for this need was almost three times that
for the second ranked need. Education in Motivating and Guiding pupils and Teaching
Persoi nel were ranked as second and third imperative educational needs. These areas
received fairly similar weighted totals and were given the same number of First choice

Education in Diagnosing Pupil Needs and Individually Guided Instruction ranked
fourth and fifth with less difference between weighted totals than between the third-

and fourth-placed imperative needs.

Q 59
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TABLE XXI

60
COMPOSITE RANKING OF PERCEIVED EDUCATIONAL
NEEDS IN ALL CATEGORIES BY THE TOTAL SAMPLE
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS
EDUCATIONAL NEED RANKING THE NEED: WEIGHTED
FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH TOTALS RANKS

Reading

(Skills, Comprehension, etc:) 64 52 40 23 515 1
Education in Motivating and

Guiding Pupils 19 16 21 23 189 2
Teaching

Personnel 19 18 14 21 179 3
Education in Diagnosing

Pupil Needs 17 i1 17 8 143 4
Individually Guided

Instruction 10 8 18 26 i26 5
Primary Education

{Grades 1-3) 5 22 12 11 121 6
Quality of Teacher

Candidates 16 11 4 12 117 7
School-Community

Relations 11 13 8 9 108 8
Classroom

FaciTlities 14 8 8 9 105 9
Curriculum

Development 11 8 14 9 105 10
Program for Slow

Learners . 10 12 8 12 104 11
Elemantary School

Guijdance 7 13 9 13 98 12
Ineffective

Teachers 13 9 5 9 98 13
Non-Graded

Program 11 6 11 9 93 14
Early Childhood

(3-4 Year 01ds) ] 10 6 8 86 15

77




61

Therefore, according to the perceptions of the respondents in this survey, the
;ive most imperative needs in education in the State of Nevada are: Reading, Educa-
ion in Motivating and Guiding Pupils, Teaching Personnel; Education in Diagnosing
Hupil Needs, and Individually Guided Instruction.

Little differences are found in the weighted totals of the next five ranked

; perative needs. These are: Primary Education; Quality of Teacher Candidates,
?choo]—Community Relations, Classroom Facilities, and Curriculum Development. The
eighted totals for the last five ranked needs again showed 1ittle, if any, differ-
nces. These are: Program for Slow Learners, Elementary School Guidance, Ineffective
cachers, Non-Graded Program, and Early Childhood Education.

A composite ranking of perceived educational needs in all categories by

; spondent groups affords a closer inspection of the overall ranking as shown 1in

Yab1e xx1.

School Board

As shown in Table XXII; School Board Members ranked Reading as the most

E perative educational need. The weighted total for this priority is over twice

B much as the second ranked need, Education in Motiva{ing and Guiding Pupils.
;!aching Personnel ranked third; and sharply deviatinea from the total sample, these

iyspondents rated Education in Diagnosing Pupil Needs last. School Board Members
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TABLE XXII

COMPOSITE RANKING OF PERCEIVED EDUCATIONAL NEEDS
IN ALL CATEGORIES BY THE SCHOOL BOARD SAMPLE

62

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS

EDUCATIONAL NEED RANKING THE NEED: MWEIGHTED
FYRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH TOTALS RANKS

Reading

(Skills, Comprehension etc.) 12 3 4 3 68 1
Education in Motivating and

Guiding Pupils 3 1 6 2 29 2
Teaching

Personnel 3 1 2 1 20 3
Evaluation of

Teachers 3 2 0 0 18 4
Individually Guided

Instruction 0 3 3 15 5
Quality of Teacher

Candidates 3 0 0 2 14 6
Primary Education

(Grades 1-3) 0 4 1 0 14 7
School-Community

Relations 0 3 0 2 11
Ineffective

Teachers 0 2 2 1 11 9
Early Childhood

(3-4 Year 01ds) 1 1 1 2 11 10
Classroom

Facilities 1 1 1 1 10 11
Program for Average

Pupils 1 1 1 0 9 12
Junior High School Education

(Grades 7-9) 2 0 0 1 9 13
Building Maintenance and

Operation 0 1 2 1 8 14
Education in Diagnosing Pupil

Needs 0 1 1 2 7 15
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anked Evaluation of Teachers fourth. Their ranking of the next four needs did not
eviate more than one rank from the total sample as they placed Quality of Teacher
andidates sixth, Primary Education seventh, and School-Community Relations eighth.
This sample differed from the composite of the total sample by ranking

neffective Teachers, Early Childhood Education, and Classroom Facilities next in
rder, and were the only group to add Evaluation of Teachers; Program for Average
upils, Jurior High -School Education, and Building Maintenance and Operation to the
ist ranked by the total sample. School Board Members did not include Curriculum
evelopment, Program for Slow Learners, Elementary Guidance; and Non-Graded Program.

r Except in giving first priority to Reading, the weighted totals for the other

fanks do not differ greatly,
Educators

The composite ranking of the sample of Educators is reported in Table XXIII.

eading was given first priority almost three times greater than the next area of

toncern, Teaching Personnel. Curriculum Development was ranked third, Primary Educa-

tion was fourth, and Education in Diagnosing Pupil Needs was fifth. Curriculum

bevelopment and Primary Educacion were not ranked in the top five needs of the

tomposite of the total sample.

Education in Motivating and Guiding Pupils ranked sixth with Educators; Non-

traded Program, séventh; and Individually Guided Instruction, eighth. This was the
Q
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TABLE XXIII

COMPOSITE RANKING OF PERCEIVED EDUCATIONAL NEEDS
IN ALL CATEGORIES BY THE SAMPLE OF EDUCATORS

64

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS

EDUCATIONAL NEED RANKING THE NEED: WEIGHTED
FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH TOTALS RANKS

Reading
d (Skills, Comprehension, etc.) 38 28 26 10 298 1
#eaching
¥ Personnel 9 12 9 12 102 2
Curriculum

Development 10 4 10 5 77 3

rimary Education
i (Grades 1-C) 3 12 9 9 75 4
& ducation in Diagnosing
§ Pupil Needs 9 5 9 4 73 &
@ ducation in Motivating and
B Guiding Pupils 6 7 7 10 69
@ion-Graded
8 Program 7 6 5 6 62 7
® ndividually Guided
2 Instruction 6 4 7 10 60 8
¥rcacher Involvement in Decision
f Making 9 2 5 6 58 9
H-1ementary School
® Guidance 4 8 5 7 57 10
RClassroom
B Facilities 7 4 4 4 52 11
& chool-Community
2 Relations 7 5 3 3 52 12
garly Childhood
8 (3-4 Year 01ds) 6 5 3 4 49 13
Buality of Teacher
f Candidates 6 6 1 4 48 14
g°rogram for Slow
 Learners 4 6 3 7 47 15
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only sample group to mention Teacher Involvement in Decision Making, and they did not

include Ineffective Teachers.

Students

As illustrated in Table XXIV, the weighted totals for the responses of the
sample of Students do not differ greatly from one rank to the other. Students gave
top priority to Reading, University Education, Program For Slow Learners, Education
in Motivating and Guiding Pupils, and Education in Diagnosing Pupil Needs.

They gave a low rank to Teaching Personnel which was ranked third by the
composite of the total sample.

As Tisted on the composite ranking of the total samp]é, Students did not include
Individuatily Guided Instruction, Primary Education, School-Community Relations,
Curriculum Development, Elementary School Guidance, Ineffective Teachers, Non-Graded
Program, and Early Childhood. It is not too surprising that these graduating seniors
did not look backward in their school career in the assignment of imperative needs.
It is interesting that they added the following to the composite of the total sample
ranking of needs: University Education, Program for Alienated Youth, Information on
Careers and Occupations, Technical Education, Foreign Languages, Junior High School

Guidance, Social Work, and Teacher Salaries.
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TABLE XXIV

COMPOSITE RANKING OF PERCEIVED EDUCATIONAL NEEDS
IN ALL CATEGORIES BY THE SAMPLE OF STUDENTS

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS
EDUCATIONAL NEED RANKING THE NEED: WEIGHTED
FTRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH TOTALS RANKS

#Reading

(Skills, Comprehension, etc.) 6 £ 2 2 45 1
University

d Education 6 2 4 2 40 2

S Program for Slow

H Learners 5 3 2 0 33 3

#Education in Motivating and

¥ Guiding Pupils 4 1 4 3 30 4
gEducation in Diagnosing Pupil
g4 Needs 4 1 3 2 27 5
#Program for Alienated Youth (Poten-
g tial Dropouts, Unmotivated, etc.) 3 2 1 4 24 6
#aClassroom
j Facilities 3 2 2 2 24 7
@ Information on Careers and
% Occupations 1 2 4 3 21 8
HQuality of Teacher
N Candidates 3 2 0 1 19 9
B Technical Education (Electronics,
#§ Radio, T.V., etc.) 3 0 2 3 19 10
g Foreign
§ Languages 2 2 1 3 19 11
N Teaching
# Personnel 3 0 0 6 18 12
#Junior High School

Guidanc» 3 0 3 0 18 13
8 Socia’
f Work 2 2 1 2 18 14
d Teacher

Salaries 1 4 1 0 18 15
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Citizens

As shown on Table XXV, Citizens ranked Reading as the most imperative need in
education and Education in Motivating and Guiding Pupils in second position. Their ‘
third and fourth priorities followed the total sample in assigning Teaching Personnel
and Education in Diagnosing Pupil Needs to these ranks;

From the third rank on, the weighted totals do not differ greatly; however, the
assignment of imperative needs differs greatly from the total sample from the fourth
rank down. Citizens ranked Quality of Teacher Candidates fifth and Ineffective Teachers
sixth. While not listed in the composite ranking of the total sample, they listed
Community College Education seventh, followed by Individually Guided Instruction and
School-Community Relations.

This sample of Citizens did not include Primary Education, Classroom Facilities,
Curricuium Development, Program for Slow Learners, Elementary Guidance, Non-Graded
Prpgram,\or Early Childhood in their composite 1ist. They did add Community College
Education, Trade and Industrial Education, English, University Education, and Long~
Range Program Planning. This was the only group to include Teacher Turnover and

Program for Academically Talented in their composite ranking.
" Urban

In designating a priority of educational needs, the Urban sample most resembles
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TABLE XXV

COMPOSITE RANKING OF PERCEIVED EDUCATIONAL NEEDS
IN ALL CATEGORIES BY THE SAMPLE OF CITIZENS

68

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS

EDUCATIONAL NEED RANKING THE NEED: WEIGHTED
FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH TOTALS RANKS

Reading

(Skills, Comprehension, etc.) 8 16 8 8 104 1
Education in Motivating and

Guiding Pupils 6 7 4 8 61 2
Teaching

Personnel 4 5 3 2 38 3
Education in Diagnosing Pupil

Needs 4 4 4 0 36 4
Quality of Teacher

Candidates 4 3 3 5 36 5
Ineffective

Teachers 7 1 1 2 35 6
Community College

Education 6 2 2 1 35 7
Individually Guided

Instruction 4 0 5 8 34 8
School-Community

Relations 3 4 4 2 34 9
Trade and Industrial Education (Build-

ing Trades, Automotive, etc.) 3 4 3 4 34 10
English

(Language Arts) 7 1 0 2 33 11
Teacher

Turnover 5 2 1 0 28 12
University

tducation 5 2 1 0 28 i3
Program for Academically

Talented 3 2 2 23 14
Long-Range Program .

Planning 4 1 1 1 22 15
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Ethe composite of the total sample in ranking the first eight items. Reading again

gis the overwhelming fi.st choice and Teaching Personnel a strong second choice. The
'feighted totals do not differ too greatly in ranking the other needs. The Urban
?;amp1g does not include Classroom Facilities, Curriculum Development, Program for

f low Learners or Non-Graded Program in their composite ranking of needs, but, as
f}hown cen Table XXVI, does add Long-liinge Planning, University Education, Program
:for Alienated Youth, and Teachers Salaries. Students were the only other group

ample to include Program for Alienated Youth and Teachers Salaries.
Rural

Only in the designation cf Reading as the first imperative ne d was there a
gharp detineation in the composite ranking order of the Rural sample. As shown in
:%able XXVII, this sample omitted Early Childhood, which was included in the composite
ﬁf the total sample and added, in last position, Trade and Industrial Education.

: Except for the first two ranks, Reading and Education in Motivating and Guiding
3upils, the Rural sample assigned priorities quite differently than the composite of
?he total sample. Education in Diagnosing Pupil MNeeds, Classroom Facilities, and
hon;sraded Program were incliuded in the top five perceived needs, and Quality of
i?eacher Candidates, Primary Education, School-Community Relations, Elementary School

Buidance, and Trade and Industrial Education were ranked last.
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TABLE XXVI

COMPOSTTE RANKING OF PERCEIVED EDUCATIONAL NEEDS
IN ALL CATEGORIES BY THE URBAN SAMPLE

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS
EDUCATIONAL NEED RANKING THE NEED: WEIGHTED
FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH TOTALS RANKS

Reading

(Skills, Comprehension, etc.) 18 11 11 11 138 1
Teaching

Personnel ' 8 8 7 10 80 2
Education in Motivating and

Guiding Pupils 6 5 4 7 54 3
Individually Guided

"Instruction 6 3 5 4 47 4
Education in Diagnosing Pupil

Needs 5 5 5 1 46 5
Primary Education

(Grades 1-3) 2 6 5 4 40 6
School-Community

Relations 3 5 4 2 37 7
Quality of Teacher

Candidates 3 6 1 4 36 8
University

Educaticen 6 3 0 1 34 9
Elementary School .

Guidance 3 3 3 6 33 10
Ineffective

Teachers 3 4 2 2 30 11
Long-Range Program

Planning 6 1 0 2 29 12
Early Childhood

(3-4 Year 01lds) 2 4 3 2 28 13
Teacher

Salaries 3 3 2 2 27 14
Program for Alienatad Youth (Poten-

tial Dropouts, Unmotivated, etc.) 2 3 3 2 25 15
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TABLE XXVII

COMPOSITE RANKING OF PERCEIVED EDUCATIONAL NEEDS
IN ALL CATEGORIES BY THE RURAL SAMPLE

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS
EDUCATIONAL NEED RANKING THE NEED: WEIGHTED
FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH TOTALS RANKS

Reading

(Skills, Comprehension, etc.) 29 33 20 10 265 1
Education in Motivating and ,

Guiding Pupils - 9 7 13 10 93 2
Education in Diagnosing Pupil

Needs 11 5 9 4 81 3
Classroom

Facilities 10 5 6 8 75 4
Non-Graded

Program 10 4 7 5 71 5
Teaching

Personnel 8 6 3 10 66 6
Curriculum

Development 9 5 5 5 66 7
Individually Guided

Instruction 4 5 9 16 65 8
Program for Slow

Learners 6 8 4 4 60 9
Ineffective

Teachers g 4 3 5 59 10
Quality of Teacher

Candidates 9 4 1 7 57 11
Primary Education

(Grades 1-3) 2 11 5 4 55 12
School-Community

Relations 7 3 3 3 46 13
Elementary School

Guidance 3 8 2 4 44 14
Trade & Industrial Education (Building

Trades, Automotive, etc.) 5 4 4 2 42 i5
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Remote Rural

As shown in Table XXVIII, the weighted total for Reading was significantly the
overwhelming first priority for the Remote Rural sample. Weighted totals indicate
a more gradual ranking of other needs. Second priority was given to Education in
Motivating and Guiding Pupils, Program for Slow Learners was third, and Teaching
Personnel was fourth.

This was the only group to add Kindergarten to the 1list of the composite of the
total sample, and it was given fifth rank.

The Remote Rural sample did not include Education in Diagnosing Pupil Needs,
Individually Guided Instruction, Curriculum Devefopment, Ineffective Teachers, or
Non-Graded Program as were indicated by the composite of the total sample, but added
Kindergarten, Trade and Industrial Education, English, and University Education. This

was the oniy sample to add School Facility Planning as a perceived educational need.
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TABLE XXVIII 73

COMPOSITE RANKING OF PERCEIVED EDUCATIONAL NEEDS
IN ALL CATEGORIES BY THE REMOTE RURAL SAMPLE

NUMBER OI" RESPONDENTS
EDUCATIONAL NEED RANKING THE NEED: WEIGHTED

FIRST SECOND THIRD FOURTH TOTALS RANKS

Reading

(Skills, Comprehension, etc.) 17 8 9 2 112 1
Education in Motivating and

Guiding Pupils 4 4 4 6 42 2
Program for Slow

Learners 4 4 3 4 38 3
Teaching

Personnel 3 4 4 1 33 4
Kindergarten Education

(5 Year 01ds) 3 6 0 1 31 5
Primary Education

{Grades 1-3) 1 5 2 3 26 6
School-Community

Relations 1 5 1 4 25 7
University

Education 5 0 2 1 25 8
English

(Language Arts) 4 2 1 1 25 9
Quality of Teacher

Candidates 4 1 2 1 24 10
Early Childhood

(3-4 Year 01ds) 4 2 0 2 24 11
School Facility

Planning 3 2 1 3 23 12
Trade & Industrial Education (Building

Trades, Automotive, etc.) 3 2 1 2 22 13
Elementary School

Guidance 1 2 4 3 21 14
Classroom

Facilities 2 2 1 1 17 15

————
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Summary

0f the 15 imperative educational needs named in Table XXiI, eight are aspects of
the educational program, namely: Reading, Primary Education, Early Childhcod Educa-
tion, Elementary School Guidance, Curriculum Development, Non-Graded Program,
Individually Guided Instruction, and Program for Slow Learners.

One of the needs pertains to school facilities, namely Classroom Facilities, and
one pertains to School Community Relations. Five of the needs are related to the
quality of teachers and teaching, these are: Education in Motivating and Guiding
Pupils, Teaching Personnel (as a consideration of the budget), Education in Diagnosing
Pupil Needs, Ineffective Teachers, and Quality of Teacher Candidates.

Some of the respondent groups did not include several of these 15 imperative
needs, rather they emphasized other needs as imperative. Inspection of the follcw-

ing pages (Figure 13) illustrates these differences.
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Rank of 15
Imperative School Remote
Needs Needs Boards Educators Students Citizens Urban Rural Rural
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(Continurd on next page)
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(Imperative Needs Added by Respondent Groups)

School Remote
Needs Boards Educators Students Citizens Urban Rural Rural

#Evaluation of

Teachers 4

i Program for Averade

Pupils 12

@Junior High School

g Education 13

BBuilding Maintenance and

B Operation 14

# Teacher Involvement in

8 Decision Making 9

d University

$ Education 2 13 9 8

# Program for Alienated

¥ Youth . 6 15

BInformation on Careers

% and Occupations 8

g Technical

Education 10

8 Foreign

g Languages 11

Junior High School

. Guidance 13

¥ Social

: Work 14

 Teachers

: Salaries : 15 14
Community

. College 7

¥ Trade and Industrial

: Education 10 15 13

B English

l (Language Arts) 11 5

i Teacher

Turnover 12

(Continued on next page/
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_______________ (In erative Needs Added by Respondent Groups)

School

Program for Academically

Talented 14
Long-Range

Planning 15 12
Kindergarten Education 5
School Facility

Planning

12

.Figure 13. Summary of Imperative Needs by A11 Groups and Geographic Areas
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The general purpose of this study was to gather opinions fraom a sample
goopulation of school bgard members, students, citizens, and educatnrs as to what
}they considered to be the imperative educational needs in the State of Nevada.
iuuch opinions were thought to be valuable in giving direction to policy decisions
?'n the State regarding program planning and the allocation of funds.

| A second general purpose was to determine the priorities given these needs by
B hree geographic areas--Urban, Rural, an4 Remote Rural.

Finally, as in the 1959 State Asscssment, this study sought to provide data
ffor a statewide information system for the continuous assessment and evaluation of
foducational programs in the State.

Based on these objectives, it is concluded that this study was successful.
fihe specific conclusions drawn from the data should provide new insights and under-

htardings for the State Department of Education, school districts and other agencies

Conclusions

Based upon the major findings of this study, it is concluded that:

1. There are certain educational needs in the State of Nevada that are

78

115




79

viewed by the respondent groups as imperative--that is, additional
emphasis should be given to them. As perceived by all groups, thase
needs, in order of importance, are: Reading, Education in Motiva:ing
and Guiding Pupils, Teacher Personnel, Education in Diagnosing Pupil
Needs, Individually Guided Instruction, Primary Education, Quality of
Teacher Candidates, School Community Relations, Classroom Facilities,
Curriculum Development, Program for Slow Learners, Elementary School
Ggidance, Ineffective Teachers, Non-Graded Program, and Early Childhood
Education.

As perceived by School Board Members, the imperative needs, in order nf
priority, are: Reading, Education in Motivating and Guiding Pupils,
Teaching Personnel, Evaluation of Teachers, Individually Guided Instruc-
tion, Quality of Teacher Candidates, Primary Education, School-Community
Relations, Ineffective Teachers, Early Childhood, Classroom Facilities,
Program for Average Pupils, Junior High School Education, Building
Maintenance and Operation, and Education in Diagnosing Pupil Needs.

The priority of needs in the opinion of Educators is: Reading, Teaching
Personnel, Curriculum Development, Primary Education, Education in Diagnos-
ing Pupil Needs, Education in Motivating and Guiding Pupils, Non-Graded
Program, Individually Guided Instruction, Teacher Involvement in Decision
Making, Elementary School Guidance, Classroom Facilities, School-Community
Relations, Early Childhood, Quality of Teacher Candidates, Program for

Slow Learners.

The views of Students rank these needs as: Reading, University Education,
Program for Slow Learners, Education in Motivating and Guiding Pupils,
Education in Diagnosing Pupil Needs, Program for Alienated Youth, Class-
room Facilities, Information on Careers and Occupations, Quality of Teacher
Candidates, Technical Education, Foreign Languages, Teaching Personnel,
Junior High School Guidance, Social Work, and Teacher Salaries.

Citizens regard the following as needing most emphasis: Reading, Education

in Motivating and Guiding Pupils, Teaching Personnel, Education in Diagnosing
Pupil Needs, Quality of Teacher Candidates, Ineffective Teachers, Community
College Education, Individually Guided Instruction, School-Community Rela-
tions, Trade and Industrial Education, English, Teacher Turnover, University
Education, Program for Academically Talented, and Long-Range Program Planning.
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6. Respondent groups do not always agree regarding the priority that the
various educational needs should receive. While the priorities of
Students are most often at variance with those of the other respondent
groups, marked differences appear between and among Schcol Board members,
Educators, and Citizens.

7. When members of the respondent groups are arranged by geographic areas,
the order of »nriority of needs again differs from the perceptions of
the total group.

The priority assignment of needs of the Urban areas is: Reading, Teaching
Personnel, fducation in Motivating and Guiding Pupils, Individually Guided
Instructiorn, Education in Diagnnsing Pupil Needs, Primary Education,
School-Comiwunity Relations, Quality of Teacher Candidates, University
Education, Elementary School Guidance, Ineffective Teachers, Long-Range
srogram Planning, Early Childhood, Teacher Salaries, Program for Alienated
outh,

The imperative needs of the Rural areas are: Reading, Education in Motivating
and Guiding Pupils, Education in Diagnosing Pupil Needs, Classroom Facilities,
Non-Graded Program, Teaching Personnel, Curriculum Development, Individually
Guided Instruction, Program for Slow Learners, Ineffective Teachers, Quality
of Teacher Candidates, Primary Education, School-Community Relations, Elemen-
tary School Guidance, and Trade and Industrial Education.

The Remote Rural areas designated five needs that were different than the 15
imperative needs assigned by all groups. Therefore, it is concluded that
these areas of the Stete have special problems. The assignment of needs

by the Remote Rural areas is: Reading, Education in Motivating and Guiding
Pupils, Program for Slow Learners, Teaching Personnel, Kindergarten Educa-
tion, Primary Education, School-Community Relations, University Education,
English, Quality of Teacher Candidates, Early Childhood, School Facility
Ptlanning, Trade and Industrial Education, Elementary School Guidance, and
Classroom Facilities.

8. A1l respondent groups and all areas of the State agree that reading is'the
first imperative need, and it is concluded that this subject should receive
the greatest emphasis in decisions regarding the educational program of the
State.
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9. It is also concluded that programs in Education in Motivating and Guiding
Pupils, Diagnosing Pupil Needs, and Individually Guided Instruction should

receive greater emphasis.

10. Finally, it is concluded that problems concerning Teacher Personnel need
consideration.

Implications

The conclusions drawn from the data gathered in this study suggest some implica-

tions relating to educational policy and for furtner research.

Implications for Educational Policy

The objectives and methodology of this study closely followed the 1969 Wisconsin
Study. It is, therefore, proper to find similar implications for educational policy
in this assessment. From the Wisconsin Study the following implication is appropriate:

It is of course clear that educational policy can never be derived directly
from pooled opinions, however carefully they may be assessed. But in an
informed democracy neither opinions nor perceptions can be ignored...The
policy maker, then, must be in tune with prevailing opintons and percep-
tions and must reexamine his own opinions and perceptions in this light,
recognizing that some degree of congruence is required for policy making

to be attempted, accepted, and effective.l

Future educational policy might well be guided by the major conclusions of this

study. Each of the needs designated as most imperative by the respondent groups

1 Wisconsin, op. cit., p. 79.
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should be carefully examined. As suggested by the Wisconsin Study, the following
questions should be asked: "Why?" Once answered, this question leads the policy
maker naturally co other relevant ones: "How?," "Who?," "How much?," "Where?,"
and "When?"2

Such questions should be applied to the reading program in Nevada's schools.
What data are available to support or refute the concern of the respondents as
expressed in this study? What data are needed by the policy maker to answer the
"why" regarding this number one priority?

Ancther implication for educational policy is inherent in the differences of
opinions of the respondent groups. Policy decisions must recognize these variances,
and policy makers should seek more information from the various sources suggested
by this study. It would certainly be useful to give attention to the perceptions
of students regarding educational needs as this group most often deviated from the
others in their opinions. '

There is implicit in the conclusions regarding the differing needs of the Remote
Rural areas--that these areas of the State have special problems that should be con-
sidered. Policies must recognize the differences among the geographic areas.

"he concern expressed regarding practices related to motivation, guidance,

diagnosis of needs, and individualized instruction of pupils is related to the
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opinions regarding teachers and problems related to teaching personnel. There is
an implication here for the need for more consideration regarding policies in the
area of in-service education for teachers.

Finally it might be appropriate to examine the items which were not included
in the final ranking of priority needs; For example, no item from the category
Pre-Vocational and Occupational Programs was included. Does %his mean that these
programs are entirely successful, or is this area of little concern to the groups

represented in this study?

Implications for Educational Research

A general purpose of this study was to provide information for the "continuous

assessment and evaluation of educational programs in the State." Therefore, it
would be inappropriate to suggest that attenticn be given to educational research.
However, based on the findings of this study, several ideas for future directions

are suggested.

1. The data of this study might be further analyzed in order to compare
the opinions within the respondent groups. For example, do school
board presidents perceive the educational needs the same as the newest
board member? Do teachers and administrators have the same opinions?
And, how do the perceptions of the various citizen groups agree or
disagree?

2. It might also be fruitful tc examine the opinions of the respondent
_groups within the geographic areas of the State. ror example, how do
the opinions of students differ in the Urban, Rural, and Remote Rural
areas of the State?
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3. In order to verify the findings of this study, it might be of value to
replicate it before the end of the coming school year. A replication of
this study might also be of value in the future in order to determine the
progress made by educational programs in meeting the imperative needs
indicated by the respondent groups.

4. Research is needed in order to determine why the educational needs were
given the priority indicated by the rank order. Respondents could be
asked the reasons for their rankings.

5. And finally, as suggested by the Wisconsin Study, answers to questions
such as the following might be sought:

What historiecal, political, or economic factors in the larger
society contribute to the priority rankings?, What demographic,
soctal, or economic faectors in the local distriet contribute

to the rankings?, What factors in the nature and experiences

of the respondent contribute to the rankings?, and Are either
the current or the envisioned federal, state, and Zoca% programs
directed toward the most imperative educational needs?

3 Wisconsin, op. cit., p. 83.

ERIC 121

IToxt Provided by ERI



APPENDIX A. RESPONDENTS CHOSEN FOR INTERVIEW IN NEVADA EDUCATIONAL NEEDS STUDY

Respondents In Urban Areas

Number
School Boards
President 2
Members (including newest board member) 6
Educators
rentral Administration (including Superintendent) 8
Pvincipals 16
Teachers 36
Students
Graduating (1970) Seniors 24
Citizens
Elected Public Officials 6
Press 4
PTA 16
Employment Security 2
Respondents in Rural Areas
School Boards
President . 8
Members (including newest board member) 8

95/ 86
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Respondents in Rurol Areas (Cont.)

Educators
Central Administration (including Superintendent)
Principals
Teachers

Students

Graduating (1970) Seniors

Citizens

Elected Public Officials
Press

PTA

Employment Security

Respondents in Remote Rural Areas

School Boards

President
Members (including newest board member)
Educators
Central Administration (including Superintr ident)

Principals
Teachers

Students
Graduating (1970) Seniors *

IToxt Provided by ERI

e 199

Number

16
32
64

24

24
13
16

21
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Respondents in Remote Rural Areas (Cont.)

Citizens

Elected Public Officials
Press

PTA

Employment Security

124

Number

oot

88



SCHOOL BOARDS:

EDUCATORS:

STUDENTS:
CITIZENS:

APPENDIX B. INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT

Name

Background Information

School District

Classification of Respondent

1.

10.

=W

W 00 ~N O o;

Board President

Board Member

Central Administrator
Prircipal

Teacher

Senior Student

Elected Public Official
Presc

PTA

Employment Security

89
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Category 1. Subject Fields

The cards in this group have jtems which are subject fields that may be taught
in your school system. Rank these jtems so that the item that needs the "most
additional emphasis" wili be the tnp card. Continue ranking the items so %hat the

jtem that needs the "least addiiional emphasis" will be the bottom card.

____a. Science (General Science, Biology, etc.)

b. Social Studies (History, Geography, Government, etc.)

c. Vocational-Technical (O0ffice, Agricultural, etc.)

d. Mathematics (Arithmetic, Algebra, etc.)

e. Industrial and Practical Arts (General Shop, Homemaking, etc.)
f. Reading (Skills, Comprehension, etc.)

g. Physical Education, Health and Safety Education

h. Fine Arts (Music, Art, Drama)
i. English (Language Arts)

J. Foreign Languages
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Category 2. Level of Education

The cards in this group have items which are levels of education that may be
needed by individuals--anyone at all--in your school district. Rank these items
so that the item that needs the "most additional emphasis”" will be the top card.

Continue ranking the items so that the item that needs the "least additional empha-

sis" will be the bottom card.

a. Junior High School Education (Grades 7-9)

b. Post-Secondary Vocational-Technical Education
c. Adult Education

d. University Education

e. Early Childhood (3-4 year olds)

f. Senior High School Education (Grades 9-12)

g. Community College Education

h. Intermediate Level Education (Grades 4-6)
i. Kindergarten Education (5 year olds)

j. Primary Education (Grades 1-3)
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Category 3. Pre-Vocational and Occupational Programs

The cards in this group have items which are kinds of pre-vocaticnal and
occupational programs which may be needed by individuals in your school district.
Rank these items so that the item that needs the "most additional emphasis" will
be the top card. Continue ranking the items so that the item that needs the

"least additional emphasis" will be the bottom card.

a. Vocational Agriculture (Off-Farm, Production, etc.)

b. Distributive Education {(Merchandising, Sales, etc.)

c¢. Health Occupations Education (Nursing, Health Aides, etc.)

d. Office Occupations Education (Secretarial, Clerical, etc.)

e. Home Economics (Food and Child Care Services, etc.)

f. Basic Business Education {General Business, Business Exploratory, etc.)

g. Consumer and Homemaking (Buying, Clothing, etc.)

h. Technical Education (Electronics, Radio, T.V., etc.)
i. Trade and Industrial Education (Building Trades, Automotive, etc.)

j. Industrial Arts {(Expleratory, General Shop, etc.)
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Category 4. Teacher Personnel

The cards in this group have items which are concerns related to teacher
personnel that may exist in your school district. Rank these items so that the
item that needs the "most additional emphasis" will be the top card. Continue
ranking the items so that the item that needs the "least additional emphasis" will

be the bottom card.

a. Methods of Teacher Selection

b. Teacher Uti]ization and Specialization
c. Teacher Involvement in Decision Making
d. Ineffective Teachers

e. Supply of Teacher Candidates

f. Teacher Militancy

g. Quality of Teacher Candidates

h. Teacher Turnover
i. Evaluation of Teachers

j. Teacher Salaries
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Category 5. Administrative Services

The cards in this group have items which are administrative services that
may be needed in your school district. Rank these items so that the item that
needs the "most additional emphasis" will be the top card. Continue ranking the
items so that the item that needs the "least additional emphasis" will be the

bottom card.

a. Long-range Program Planning
b. Research &and Evaluation

c. Staff Personnel Services

d. Pupil Personnel Services

e. School-Community Relations
f. School Facility Planning

g. Curriculum Development

h. Data Processing
i. Business Management

j. Supervision of Instruction
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Category 6. Pupil Services

The cards in this group have items which are kinds of services that may be
needed for pupils in your school district. Rank tnese items so that the item that
needs the "most additional emphasis" will be the top card. Continue ranking the
items so that the item that needs the "least additional emphasis" will be the

bottom card.

a. School Health

b. Social Work

c. Junior High School Guidance

d. PsycHo]ogica] Testing and Referral
e. Achievement Testing

f. Follow-Up of Graduates

g. Elementary School Guidance
h. Educational-Vocational Placement
i. In-School Placement of Pupils

j. Information on Careers and Occupations
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Category 7. Budget Allocations

The cards in this group have items which are categories of budget alloca-
tion in your school district. Rank these items so that the item that needs the
"most additional emphasis" will be the top card. Continue ranking the items so

that the item that needs the "least additional emphasis" will be the bottom card.

a. Transportation

b. Supportive Personnel (Clerical, Aides, etc.)

c. Specialized Personnel (Counselors, Psychologists, Social Workers, etc.)
d. Administrative and Supervisory Personnel

e. Classroom Facilities

f. Building Maintenance and Operation

g. Teaching Personnel

h. Libraries and Instructional Center Facilities
i. Textbooks and Instructional Supplies

j. Audio-Visual Equipment
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Category 8. Instructional Approaches

The cards in this group have items which represent approaches to instruction
that may be needed in your school, district. Rank these items so that the item
that needs the "most additional emphasis" will be the top card. Continue ranking
the items so that the item that needs the "least additional emphasis" will be the

bottom card.

a. Individually Guided Instruction

b. Inquiry Approach (Discovery Method of Instruction)
¢. Homebound Instruction

d. Computer Assisted Instruction

e. Television Assisted Instruction

f. Audio-Visual Instruction Other Than Educational TV

g. Non-Graded Program

h. Instructional Aides and Resource Persons
i. Staffing Patterns (Team Teaching, etc.)
J. Flexible Scheduling




Category 9. Educational Programs

The cards in this group have items which are educational programs that may
be needed in your school district. Rank these items so that the item that needs i
the "most additional emphasis” will be the top card. Continue ranking the items

so that the item that needs the "least additional emphasis" will be the bottom card

a. Program for Average Pupils

b. Program for Educationally Disadvantaged

¢c. Program for High School Terminal! Students

d. Program for Alienated Youth (Potential Dropouts, Unmotivated, etc.)
e. Program for Academically Talented

f. Program for Culturally Distinct

g. Program for Emotionally Disturbed

h. Program for Siow Learners
i. Program for Mentally Handicapped (Trainable, Educable, etc.)
j. Program for Physically Handicapped (Visual, Orthopedic, etc.)
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Category

The
programs

that the

tinue ranking the items so that the item that needs the "least additional emphasis

10.

cards in this group have items which are kinds of in-service education

that may be needed by teachers

In-Service Education

in your district. Rank these items so

item that need: the "most additional emphasis" will be the top card.

will be the bottom card.

a.

Education
Education
Education
Education
Education
Education
Education
Education
Education

Education

in
in
in
in
in
in
in
in
in

in

Varied Staffing Patterns (Team Teaching, etc.)
Student and Program Evaluation

Reporting Pupil Progress

Classroom Management

Group Dynamics and Human Relations

Motivating and Guiding Pupils

Subject Matter Content |
Selecting and Utilizing Materials and Eguipment
Diagnosing Pupil Needs

Planning Instruction and Developing Curriculum
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Question 11. A1l Categories

This last group of cards includes those cards you ranked first in each
category. Now, using the same procedure as before, rank these ten cards so that
the item on the card that needs the "most additional emphasis" will be on top
and the item on the card that needs the "least additional emphasis" will be on

the bottom.
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